Utah State University

DigitalCommons@USU
All Graduate Theses and Dissertations

Graduate Studies

8-2018

The Effects of Explicitly Teaching Summarization Skills on the
Reading Comprehension of Students With Specific Learning
Disabilities
Sally A. Brown
Utah State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd
Part of the Language and Literacy Education Commons

Recommended Citation
Brown, Sally A., "The Effects of Explicitly Teaching Summarization Skills on the Reading Comprehension
of Students With Specific Learning Disabilities" (2018). All Graduate Theses and Dissertations. 7134.
https://digitalcommons.usu.edu/etd/7134

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open
access by the Graduate Studies at
DigitalCommons@USU. It has been accepted for
inclusion in All Graduate Theses and Dissertations by an
authorized administrator of DigitalCommons@USU. For
more information, please contact
digitalcommons@usu.edu.

THE EFFECTS OF EXPLICIT MAIN IDEA AND SUMMARIZATION INSTRUCTION
ON READING COMPREHENSION OF EXPOSITORY TEXT FOR
ALTERNATIVE HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
by
Sally A. Brown
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree
of
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
in
Education
Approved:

Nicole Pyle, Ph.D.
Major Professor

Timothy A. Slocum, Ph.D.
Committee Member

Suzanne H. Jones, Ph.D.
Major Professor

Ronald B. Gillam, Ph.D.
Committee Member

Cindy Jones, Ph.D.
Committee Member

Mark R. McLellan, Ph.D.
Vice President for Research and
Dean of the School of Graduate Studies
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY
Logan, Utah
2018

ii

Copyright © Sally A. Brown 2018
All rights reserved

iii
ABSTRACT
The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and Summarization Instruction on Reading
Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative High School Students
by
Sally A. Brown, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 2018
Major Professor: Nicole Pyle, Ph.D.
Department: Teacher Education and Leadership
Secondary students who demonstrate reading difficulties often have deficits in the
area of reading comprehension. Explicit main idea and summarization instruction is a
promising practice that could improve reading comprehension for students who attend
alternative high schools. Therefore, this single-case design study examined the effects of
explicit main idea and summarization instruction on reading comprehension of expository
text for alternative high school students. Three participants with reading difficulties who
attended an alternative high school participated in the study. The lead researcher
implemented explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization with modeling, guided
practice, corrective feedback, and praise. Upon reading expository passages, participants
learned to generate a big idea topic of a passage, identify key words and phrases, locate
or generate main ideas, and generate an oral summary. Participants received between 3
hours and 49 minutes and 5 hours and 45 minutes of instruction.
Analysis indicated that an experimental effect was present for the three
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participants at three different time points when the primary dependent variables were
compared across participants in baseline and treatment sessions. The participants had
minimal overlap (i.e., no more than two data points) between phases on the researchercreated oral summary measure and had no overlap between baseline and maintenance
phases. Two of the three participants had no overlap between the baseline phase and the
treatment and maintenance phases on the researcher-created summarization guide.
Furthermore, estimated effect sizes indicated a moderate to strong effect across both
measures (Oral Summary: Tau-U = 0.83 to 0.94; Summarization Guide: Tau-U = 0.91 to
1.00). Finally, two of the three participants indicated that they identified themselves as
achieving a higher-level of mastery when performing summarization tasks after the
treatment when compared to their mastery level prior to the study. All participants
completed a social validity questionnaire and indicated that they perceived the
intervention as effective and that it helped their reading comprehension. Overall, results
indicated that treatment components—explicit main idea and summarization
instruction—previously identified as effective for students with reading difficulties in
secondary settings are effective for improving reading comprehension for students who
attend alternative high schools.
(282 pages)
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PUBLIC ABSTRACT
The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and Summarization Instruction on Reading
Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative High School Students
Sally A. Brown
Secondary students who struggle with reading often have deficits in the area of
reading comprehension. The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of explicit
main idea and summarization instruction on reading comprehension of expository text for
alternative high school students. The lead researcher explicitly taught participants how to
summarize expository passages. Participants were taught to generate a big idea topic of a
passage, identify key words and phrases, locate or generate main ideas, and generate an
oral summary. The three participants increased their performance on the researcherdeveloped oral summary measure and the summarization guide after receiving the
reading comprehension intervention. Furthermore, participants felt they were able to
learn how to summarize expository passages, perceived the intervention as effective, and
that it helped their reading comprehension. Overall, results indicated that the intervention,
which was explicit main idea and summarization instruction aimed to improve reading
comprehension, is an effective practice for students who attend alternative high schools.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
As a nation, we are “failing to create highly literate, college and career ready
adults with the literacy skill sets that qualify them for employment in the new global
knowledge economy” (Carnegie Council on Advancing Adolescent Literacy [CCAAL],
2010, p. 1). The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reports indicated
that only 37% of Grade 12 students read at a proficient level when reading grade-level
texts (NAEP, 2015). Moreover, reading scores for Grade 12 students in 2015 were not
significantly different when compared with Grade 12 results from 2013 and were actually
lower when compared to student results from 1992 (NAEP, 2015). Even among high
school graduates in 2016, only 44% of students met the ACT reading benchmark score of
22 (ACT, 2016). Thus, secondary students are not demonstrating the high level of
comprehension needed to be successful in postsecondary environments and the workforce
(Cardichon & Lovell, 2015; NAEP, 2015).
In order to improve adolescent students’ literacy skills, the National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) and the Council of Chief State
School Officers (CCSSO) outlined the Common Core State Standards for English
language arts and literacy in content area subjects (NGA Center for Best Practices &
CCSSO, 2010). Expository text is emphasized at the secondary level in order to prepare
students for success in both college and career. Even for states that did not adopt the
CCSS, state standards require students to be able to comprehend grade-level expository
text in order to be college and career ready (e.g., Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills
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for English Language Arts and Reading). It is imperative that students learn how to
closely read texts to read for understanding.
The demands for more advanced literacy skills have increased, but the reading
comprehension skills taught in most secondary schools have not been intensified, despite
the growing research base of the need for and effectiveness of intensive interventions
(CCAAL, 2010; Vaughn & Wanzek, 2014). Though educational leaders and researchers
have identified common core standards and evidence-based practices to improve
comprehension for struggling readers to reach these standards, knowledge has not
translated to improving overall student outcomes for the majority of secondary students
(Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; NAEP, 2015). Reading comprehension for adolescents must
continue to be a national priority that links systematic reading instruction based on
research-based best practices (CCAAL, 2010; Douglas & Albro, 2014).

Background of the Problem
During the last two decades, a robust body of research has been conducted that
supports a broader understanding of the most effective instructional practices needed to
teach young children how to read (Gamse, Jacob, Horst, Boulay, & Unlu, 2008; National
Reading Panel [NRP], 2000; RAND Reading Study Group [RRSG], 2002). In April of
2000, under the direction of Congress and the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, the National Reading Panel (NRP) published findings and
evidence on the most effective practices needed to improve children’s reading instruction.
The report concluded that children need explicit and systematic instruction in the five
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components of reading, which includes: (a) phonemic awareness; (b) phonics; (c)
fluency; (d) vocabulary; and (e) reading comprehension (NRP, 2000). In order to improve
reading outcomes for secondary students, reading comprehension must be a focus of
instruction.

Reading Comprehension
Reading comprehension is, conceivably, the most essential “academic skill
learned in school” (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 1997 p. 197). As the ultimate goal and
“essence” of reading, reading for understanding should be a primary focus in reading
instruction and intervention to enable students to understand and learn from text (Douglas
& Albro, 2014; Durkin, 1993; NRP, 2000; RRSG, 2002).
In the field of literacy research, comprehension is a complex term to define. It is
not a single process that happens within a reader’s mind, but encapsulates many different
components in order for a reader to make sense of a text (Kintsch & Kintsch, 2005).
Comprehension isn’t a matter of recalling an entire text, but readers should understand
the gist of a passage (Kintsch, 2013). In 1998, Kintsch proposed the ConstructionIntegration (C-I) model of reading that more completely defined the reading process,
which focuses on both the strategies and processes used during comprehension (Kintsch,
1998; McNamara & Magliano, 2009). Readers construct text-based mental
representations and then integrate this information with previous knowledge (Duke,
Pearson, Strachan, & Billman, 2011; Kintsch, 2013). Ideally, comprehension happens
when there is “automatic meaning construction” while reading a text (Kintsch, 2013, p.
808)
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In 1999, the Office of Educational Research and Improvement of the U.S.
Department of Education entrusted the RRGS with the responsibility of addressing
literacy problems in the area of comprehension (Abadiano & Turner, 2003; RRGS,
2002). RRSG defined reading comprehension as “the process of simultaneously
extracting and constructing meaning through interaction and involvement with written
language,” which includes the interaction between the three elements of comprehension:
(a) the text; (b) the reader; and (c) the activity. Additionally, the comprehension elements
are situated within a larger sociocultural context that is shaped by the reader. The
overarching goal of the investigation was to provide a direction for future research to
guide systematic approaches in reading research, and to summarize the effects of
successful reading comprehension instruction. Though the RRGS provided essential
groundwork in the area of reading comprehension, more recently, researchers who have
published national reports and syntheses of reading research for secondary students
reported that the research base for comprehension instruction for older students is limited
compared to reading research for younger students (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; CCAAL,
2010; Douglas & Albro, 2014; RRSG, 2002).
Though two thirds of students cannot adequately demonstrate comprehension of
grade-level texts, there is wide variability of skills that struggling readers lack that can
impede their comprehension. Many factors prohibit students from gaining meaning from
text. Some of these factors include the lack or use of background knowledge, the lack of
metacognitive awareness, poor decoding skills, limited knowledge of vocabulary and text
structures, poor reading fluency, and the passivity of readers (Berkeley, Scruggs, &
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Mastropieri, 2010; Torgesen et al., 2007). Whatever the cause that prohibits
comprehension among struggling readers, researchers agree that students need intense
and more individualized instruction to become proficient readers (Biancarosa & Snow,
2006; Kamil et al., 2008; Torgesen et al., 2007). Fortunately, researchers have identified
the most effective practices to improve comprehension for secondary students. Practices
that have been identified as evidence-based can guide future intervention research in the
area of reading comprehension.

Evidence-Based Instruction
During the past 15 years, researchers have conducted several systematic reviews
and meta-analyses to identify the most effective instructional practices to improve
comprehension for students with reading difficulties in secondary settings. Some research
teams focused on adolescent literacy interventions broadly (Kamil et al., 2008) and then
identified practices that improved comprehension for struggling readers (Edmonds et al.,
2009; Scammacca et al., 2007). Other researchers specifically focused on intervention
studies that identified comprehension instruction designed for students with learning
disabilities (LD; Gajria, Jitendra, Sood, & Sacks, 2007; Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Graetz,
2003; Scruggs, Mastropieri, Berkeley, & Graetz, 2010; Solis et al., 2012; Watson, Gable,
Gear, & Hughes, 2012). Across these reviews, major commonalities were found. Students
with reading difficulties need (a) explicit instruction that includes teacher modeling, (b)
systematic instruction with teacher and text supports, (c) extensive guided and
independent practice, and (d) corrective feedback during instruction.
Additionally, researchers have published a series of practice guides and reports to
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aid practitioners in implementing best practices and guide further research in the area of
reading comprehension for adolescents (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; CCAAL, 2010;
Kamil et al., 2008). The CCAAL proposed that content area teachers should become
proficient at teaching reading comprehension strategies through modeling and explicit
instruction. Biancarosa and Snow agreed that direct and explicit comprehension
instruction in varied texts is necessary in improving reading comprehension, and Kamil et
al. emphasized that explicit instruction using appropriate leveled texts is essential.
Though the RRSG did not focus on adolescents exclusively, the group also noted
teaching students’ comprehension monitoring while using various strategies and
providing comprehension instruction connected with subject matter improves
comprehension development. Finally, explicitness in instruction makes a difference for
students with reading difficulties (RRSG, 2002).
To corroborate findings reported in reviews and reports of reading comprehension
for students with reading difficulties and disabilities (Scruggs et al., 2010; Solis et al.,
2012), other researchers reported that because expository texts in various contents are
difficult to comprehend, they pose even greater difficulties for struggling readers
including students with learning disabilities (LD; Jitendra, Burgess, & Gajria, 2011;
Watson et al., 2012). Watson et al. recommended that students need to be taught
evidence-based reading strategies that include: (a) direct instruction on background
knowledge; (b) graphic organizers; (c) text structure; (d) paraphrasing, and (e)
summarization. Solis et al. (2012) reported that findings from their synthesis support the
use of main idea and summarization to improve reading comprehension among students
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with reading difficulties. Watson et al. concluded that summarization was noted as one of
the most powerful strategies to improve comprehension skills and is essential in
promoting reading for understanding (Watson et al., 2012).
Though the reviewers highlighted a variety of reading comprehension
interventions and reading comprehension strategies for students with reading difficulties
that demonstrated large effect sizes, researchers emphasized that instruction needs to be
systematic and explicit in nature (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; Edmonds et al., 2009;
Gajria et al., 2007; Kamil et al., 2008; Mastropieri et al., 2003; RRSG, 2002; Scammacca
et al., 2007; Scruggs et al., 2010; Watson et al., 2012). Explicit instruction is a model for
teaching that utilizes thorough and carefully planned lessons in which the instructor
clearly outlines learning goals and implements structure lessons with the aim of student
mastery of distinct, systematic learning objectives (Archer & Hughes, 2011). In
systematic instruction, skills are sequenced in a logical way so that easier skills are taught
prior to more complex skills (Reed, 2013). Broad learning goals are broken apart into
smaller objectives (i.e., skills) required for mastery of the goal, and each objective is
targeted individually to provide support through the learning process (Archer & Hughes,
2011). The philosophy of explicit instruction is that teaching should be clear and free of
misunderstandings in order to quickly accelerate student learning (Archer & Hughes,
2011; Reed, 2013).
Explicit instruction is further defined in the literature as teaching in small steps,
which includes modeling, guided practice, and independent practice (Rosenshine, 1986;
Scruggs et al., 2010). Other researchers have described explicit as a “gradual release of
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responsibility” where an instructional approach is used to provide varied levels of teacher
support through modeling, guided practice and feedback, and then eventually release the
responsibility to the student to independently perform the skill or strategy (P. D. Pearson
& Gallagher, 1983). Explicit instruction can be synonymous with features of effective
instruction (Archer & Hughes, 2011). The instructional sequence for effective instruction
includes: (a) state clear objectives, (b) provide instruction and modeling, (c) initiate
guided practice and feedback, and (d) allow independent practice and generalization
opportunities (Mastropieri et al., 2003, Mastropieri, Scruggs, Bakken, & Whedon, 1996).
Thus, researchers confirmed that though various reading comprehension interventions are
effective, explicit instruction is essential when teaching students with reading difficulties
to read for understanding. In this study, explicit instruction is defined as the gradual
release of responsibility through modeling, guided practice, and independent practice
using the following components: (a) clear objectives, (b) systematic and sequenced
instruction using teacher supports (think-alouds and a summarization guide) and text
supports (leveled texts selected for explicit main ideas), and (c) corrective feedback and
praise.
Main idea and summarization instruction. Main idea and summarization
instruction was identified as one of the highest impact instructional practices that teachers
can use to improve reading comprehension (Edmonds et al., 2009; Gajria, et al., 2007;
Garwood, Brunstring, & Fox, 2014; Gersten et al., 2001; Scammacca et al., 2007; Solis et
al., 2012). Defined as ideas from a text that are identified as the most important and
represent a text’s whole meaning, the ability to summarize is essential in improving
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reading comprehension (Watson et al., 2012; Winograd, 1984). Though summarization
instruction produced very large effect sizes over all, limited research on using main idea
and summarization instruction to improve reading comprehension for students with
reading difficulties has been conducted among secondary student (Solis et al., 2012).
Because of these large effects, explicitly taught summarization interventions are
warranted in future reading comprehension research among secondary students with
reading difficulties with diverse needs. Review of the studies that focus on main idea and
summarization effects are detailed in the review of the literature.

Significance of the Topic
Though researchers in the field have identified reading comprehension instruction
that can benefit students with reading difficulties, this knowledge is not translating to
improved reading outcomes for the most struggling readers (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006).
Nearly two-thirds of students fail to demonstrate reading comprehension skills that are
essential for success in society. While 12th-grade proficiency levels of grade-level texts
on the NAEP assessments hover around 37%, only 17% of Black, 25% of Hispanic, and
7-11% of students with disabilities demonstrated a proficient level (NAEP, 2015). The
low percentage of students reaching a proficient level in reading comprehension
demonstrates that diverse student populations including students with disabilities (SWD)
need more explicit and intensive instruction that improves comprehension and reading
achievement.
Students who attend alternative high schools are particularly a high need, diverse
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population of students that have largely been ignored by researchers (Schwab, Johnson,
Ansley, Houchins, & Varjas, 2015). Alternative high schools (AHS) are adjuncts to
traditional public high schools and are designed to address the needs of students that can’t
be met in traditional settings (Tang & Sable, 2009). Educational reports have indicated
that an increasingly large number of students attend AHSs (Kleiner, Porch, & Ferris,
2002). Serving approximately 1.3% of all public-school students in the U.S., AHSs enroll
more than 645,000 individuals identified with risk factors, which make them more likely
to leave high school without a diploma (Carver et al., 2010; Kleiner et al., 2002; LaganaRiordan et al., 2011; Schwab et al., 2015; Simonsen & Sugai, 2013). Because AHSs
house a disproportionate number of students who have a disability, are from varied racial
groups, and/or live in poverty, AHS students typically exhibit weaker academic skills and
poorer reading comprehension when compared to students without these risk factors
(Kleiner et al., 2002; Laguna-Riordan et al., 2011).
Schwab et al. (2015) conducted a literature review of academic interventions for
alternative educational settings (AES; inclusive of AHSs) for students with (SWD) or
without disabilities. Eighteen studies met the criteria for inclusion in the review with
twelve of those studies only including SWD. Though two studies implemented writing
instructional strategies, not a single study used a reading comprehension measure as the
dependent variable or examined a reading comprehension intervention as the independent
variable. It is also important to note that there were not any replication studies within this
setting. Each instructional strategy was only examined once. The limited number of
academic interventions implemented in AES, the lack of research including students with
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and without disabilities, and the absence of reading comprehension research with this
population represents a gap in the literature (Kannam & Anand, 2017). Because of the
limited body of research in this specialized setting, explicit instructional practices
designed to improve reading comprehension for SWD and students with reading
difficulties may be beneficial for students who attend AES or AHSs.

Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of the proposed study is to measure the efficacy of explicit
instruction in main ideas and summarization to improve reading comprehension of
expository text for AHS students. This reading comprehension intervention research
study was designed to answer two primary research questions and one secondary research
question.

Primary Research Questions
1. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase reading comprehension of below grade-level expository text (sixth- to eighthgrade level passages/Lexile® levels within a range of 820L to 1060L) for students with
reading difficulties attending an alternative high school as measured by (a) accurate and
complete oral summaries, and (b) generation of big idea topics, identification of key
words or phrases, and generation of main idea sentences?
2. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase (a) accuracy of main idea and summarization definitions, and (b) identification
of high-quality models of main ideas and summaries for students with reading difficulties
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attending an alternative high school as measured by the Main Idea and Summarization
Knowledge test?

Secondary Research Question
3. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase reading comprehension of higher level expository text (9th to 10th grade-level
passages/Lexile® levels within an approximate range of 940L to 1165L) for students
with reading difficulties attending an alternative high school as measured by (a) accurate
and complete oral summaries, and (b) generation of big idea topics, identification of key
words or phrases, and generation of main idea sentences?

Theoretical Framework
The theoretical frameworks that informed this study provide a structure for the
focus of the implementation as well as a guide that assisted in the evaluation of the
effects. In addition, the frameworks enhanced the discussion of the results, implications,
and directions for future research in the field of reading interventions for alternative high
school students. The study was grounded in two major theoretical frameworks--cognitive
information processing and social cognitivism. Specifically, integrated approaches for
reading comprehension that informed the study included the following: (a) the C-I model
developed by Kintsch (1988) for reading and text comprehension, and (b) RRSG’s
heuristic. The teacher (researcher) was central to instruction and bi-directionally
influenced the reader, the text, and the activity as defined by the RRSG (2002). The three
elements in the integrated RRSG heuristic influence and are influenced by the personal,
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behavioral, and environmental factors as defined by Bandura (1986) in the social
cognitive theoretical framework (see Figure 1).
The “reader” learned to identify and use cognitive processes when reading an
expository passage in order to generate a summary and improve comprehension.
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory identifies personal factors that also influence
the reader, such as self-efficacy around reading tasks, biological and environmental
factors, and previous failure and mastery experiences. The study design lends itself to
capture as many of the personal factors within the reader as possible in order to have a
more complete understanding of the efficacy of the intervention for each participant. The

Figure 1. Social cognitivism and reading comprehension (Brown, 2017)
lead researcher aimed to teach the cognitive processes explicitly to promote self-efficacy
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and mastery in generating summaries.
Kintsch’s (1988) C-I model adds depth to the understanding of the “textual”
element in the RRSG heuristic. The three levels of text representation produced by the
reader include: (1) the surface level, (2) the text-base or proposition level, and (3) the
situation model. The text levels provided a framework that guided the research team in
selecting texts. The surface level—the structure of the text and the words and phrases to
be decoded—guided the team to select texts within participants’ abilities to successfully
decode (P. D. Pearson & Cervetti, 2015). Furthermore, because researchers have posited
that explicitness of the text matters, the text-base or ideas presented in the text guided the
research team to select texts where the majority of main ideas were presented explicitly
(Schwanenflugel & Knapp, 2016). The lead researcher explicitly taught students how to
construct and integrate meaning within a passage by creating a summary, which
demonstrated a form of the situation model. Finally, the C-I model framed the evaluation
of the academic outcomes (summaries). Summaries were scored on a text-based level
(i.e., key words or phrases and main idea sentences) and on a situation level (i.e.,
summaries). The academic outcomes were measurable and fit within the behavioral factor
as described by Bandura (1986).
The RRGS (2002) heuristic’s final element is the activity. The lead researcher
conducted the “activity,” which is the instruction or intervention that was used to improve
reading comprehension. The environmental factors, as identified by Bandura (1986), bidirectionally influenced the activity as the teacher aimed to “transform” teaching
practices and the environment (Pajares, 2002). Modeling, as well as other features of
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effective instruction, was essential in order for students to achieve mastery.
A theoretical framework that utilized features of cognitive processing, social
cognitivism, Kintsch’s (1988) C-I model, and the RRSG heuristic (2002) was important
in the design and evaluation of this study. Further description of the theoretical
frameworks that framed this study is provided in more detail in the review of the
literature.

Summary
As students advance in grades, complex expository text is increasingly used in
content area instruction (NGA & CCSSO, 2010). Many secondary students struggle
“acquiring the advanced literacy skills needed to read in the content areas” (Kamil et al.,
2008). The National Assessment of Education Progress (2015) reported that
approximately 70% of students are unable to demonstrate proficiency on grade level
texts. Additionally, researchers have reported that the research base for comprehension
instruction for older students is limited compared to reading research for younger
students (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; CCAAL, 2010; Douglas & Albro, 2014; RRSG,
2002). The low percentage of adolescents reaching a proficient reading level coupled
with the reduced amount of research available for specific demographics of students
demonstrate the need for a continued focus on reading comprehension interventions that
can improve content learning for diverse student populations and students with reading
difficulties (RRSG, 2002; Schwab et al., 2015). Thus, during the study, the research team
evaluated the extent that explicit instruction on summarization, including main idea
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instruction, increased participants’ reading comprehension of expository text.
The integrated approach emphasizes a more balanced instructional experience that
aimed to improve reading comprehension among a diverse student population with
reading difficulties. Students who attend alternative high schools are often at-risk for
academic failure and lack reading skills and cognitive strategies that affect their
motivation, self-efficacy around reading, and academic success (Schwab et al., 2015).
These factors can inhibit meaning construction when reading a text. Reading
interventions must incorporate ways to make the reading task relevant, select text that is
appropriate for the student, teach students how to read for understanding through
modeling, and provide mastery experiences for students. Instruction should take into
account all factors that can affect their overall learning. As the research team took a more
holistic approach, the study shed light on educational practices such as self-efficacy and
mastery, explicit instruction using modeling, and student-reading outcomes as
demonstrated through oral summaries. Most importantly, in the field, using reading
models that encompass an integrated approach may better guide the work in improving
reading comprehension for our most struggling readers.
Students with reading difficulties who attend AHSs are particularly in need of
reading comprehension interventions. Reading instruction needs to include evidencebased practices with features of effective instruction (Mastropieri et al., 2003). Therefore,
lesson plans will be designed to include explicit instruction, systematic instruction, and
opportunities for response and feedback. Using grade level, expository texts, students will
be expected to identify the big idea topic of the passage, identify the key words and
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phrases in each paragraph of the passage, locate or generate the main idea of each
paragraph, and generate an oral summary of the passage.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The purpose of this literature review is to examine and synthesize the available
research that will inform the proposed study. The review of the literature will encompass
the following sections: (1) theoretical framework: historical contributions to reading
comprehension, (2) evidence-based reading instruction, and (2) explicit main idea and
summarization instruction.
To conduct this review, the lead researcher explored the literature using Academic
Search Premier, Education Source, Eric, and PsycINFO databases to locate relevant
articles and published studies related to (a) the theoretical framework for reading
comprehension grounding this study, (b) evidence-based reading comprehension
instruction, and (c) experimental studies that examine the effects of main idea and
summarization instruction on reading comprehension. Various combinations of the terms
and descriptors were used in the search (cognitive process*, reading comprehension,
reading achievement, reading difficulties, reading disabilities, learning disabilities,
explicit instruction, direct instruction, gradual release of responsibility, modeling,
construction-integration, social cognitive theory, socio-cognitivism, self-efficacy).
Additionally, a broad and systematic search was conducted using relevant terms
(summariz*and reading comprehension) to locate experimental studies that addressed
explicit main idea and summarization instruction for secondary students.
The first section describes the historical contributions of two major theoretical
frameworks that will situate this study—cognitive information processing and social
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cognitive theory—and how they add depth to the understanding of reading models
(RRSG heuristic and the C-I model) commonly used in the field. Use of the models in
reading research is also presented and how an integrated approach will lend itself to a
more complete analysis of the participants, the intervention, and the possible outcomes
proposed in this study. The second section highlights findings from systematic reviews
and meta-analyses on reading comprehension interventions for students with reading
difficulties. The final and third section in this review is a systematic discussion of the
literature analyzing the effects of main idea and summarization instruction on reading
comprehension.

Theoretical Framework: Historical Contributions and
Reading Comprehension
Reading comprehension models have developed and changed over the last 30
years to provide a more structured understanding of the reading comprehension process.
Cognitive information processing models and social cognitive theorists both provide
frameworks to inform reading comprehension instruction.

Cognitive Information Processing
In response to the behaviorism era that ruled the education field in the early and
mid-1900s, cognitive psychologists argued that students needed to do more than perform
rehearsed skills (Mayer, 1996). By the 1950s, computers became mass produced and
provided the perfect “metaphor for human learning” (Mayer, 1996, p. 153). Theorists
aimed to explain the “internal workings of the mind” through various processing models
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(Tracey, Storer, & Kazerounian, 2010, p. 109). The cognitive information processing
model is a theoretical approach that describes “the processing, storage, and retrieval” of
information (Slavin, 2003, p. 173). For example, LaBerge and Samuels (1974) described
information processing in reading as a transformation of visual information “through a
series of processing stages involving visual, phonological and episodic memory systems
until it is finally comprehended” (p. 293). As the automaticity of letter and word
recognition and semantic meanings increase, more attention can be devoted to
comprehension (Gough & Tunmer, 1986; LaBerge & Samuels, 1974).
Because information processing models highlighted the ways in which
information is obtained, stored, and used; proponents who were interested in applying
these models to teaching tended to focus on strategy instruction (Mayer, 1996). Strategies
have been defined as “techniques, principles, or rules that will facilitate the acquisition,
manipulation, integration, storage, and retrieval of information across situations and
settings” (Alley & Deshler, 1979, p. 13). Because many in the field were interested in
what was going on in the mind of the reader, a multitude of studies were conducted in the
area of strategy instruction that focused on cognitive processing (Alexander & Fox,
2013). Researchers demonstrated that they could improve students’ reading
comprehension through explicit strategy instruction to teach students the process of
successful text reading (Alexander & Fox, 2013; Gajria et al., 2007; Gersten, Fuchs,
Williams, & Baker, 2001; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Scammacca et al., 2007). Studies that
focused on training students text-processing strategies such as predicting, selfquestioning, and summarizing were prevalent (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Brown & Day,
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1983; Rinehart, Stahl, & Erickson, 1986; Wong, 1985). Even students with reading
difficulties were able to improve their reading comprehension through explicit strategy
instruction (Edmonds et al., 2009; Gersten et al., 2001; Joseph, Alber-Morgan, Cullen, &
Rouse, 2016). These successes gave strength and support to cognitive information
processing models used to frame and interpret the process of reading.
Integrated models of reading. Instead of discarding previous cognitive or textbased models, theorists continued to build and revise the models to create a more
integrated understanding of the reading process and its relationship to comprehension
(Duke et al, 2011; P. D. Pearson & Cervetti, 2015). Theoretical models that focus on the
cognitive processes used by a reader when approaching text showed to be successful
frameworks in gaining a better understanding of the reading comprehension process.
However, more defined and interactive reading models have demonstrated a more
complete understanding of the reading comprehension process, opening the door for
reading interventions to be implemented that address the various elements of
comprehension. The C-I model and the RRGS heuristic (2002) both demonstrate an
integrated approach helpful in analyzing the elements that contribute to reading
comprehension and further informed this study (P. D. Pearson & Cervetti, 2015).
The Construction-Integration (C-I) model. The majority of scholars agree that
the C-I model of reading comprehension is the most comprehensive and complete model
that describes text comprehension (Duke et al., 2011; McNamara & Magliano, 2009). In
some of Kintsch’s earliest work, he described “comprehension as a paradigm for
cognition” (Kintsch, 2013, p. 807). The purpose of the C-I model is to explain the
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cognitive processes readers use to understand text (Reutzel & Cooper, 2012). The C-I
model emphasizes both a bottom-up approach that incorporates three levels of text
representation—(1) a surface level; (2) a text-base or proposition level; and (3) a situation
model performed by the reader—and a top-down approach that emphasizes the
macrostructure of the text (Kintsch, 2004).
The text levels proposed in the C-I model (Kintsch, 2004) allow researchers to
gain an understanding of how to more explicitly teach students the cognitive processes
that are used in reading. The surface form of the model the reader uses to access the text
is the text structure, which includes the words as well as the decoding process, and does
not necessarily include a comprehension component (Kintsch, 2004; P. D. Pearson &
Cervetti, 2015). The second level of text representation includes a text-base or
propositional level. Propositions constitute ideas in the text, also known as idea units
(Kintsch, 1998, 2004). This is part of the construction phase and the reader uses higherlevel cognitive processes such as background knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, and
grammatical structures to “construct” meaning (Reutzel & Cooper, 2012). The reader
then combines the network of propositions to create the microstructure of the text or the
details that support the topic (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Kintsch, 1998). The
macrostructure represents the higher-order units or the big-idea topic of the passage
(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Brown & Day, 1983; Kintsch, 2004). Finally, the reader
creates a situational model that includes the integration phase where processes activated
in the previous levels are then integrated with the new knowledge presented (P. D.
Pearson & Cervetti, 2015; Reutzel & Cooper, 2012). To create the situation model,
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readers must rely on relevant long-term memory and prior knowledge to create an
integrated meaning from the text (Duke et al., 2011).
Kintsch’s C-I model (Kintsch, 2004; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978b) describes text
processing in detail and can specifically identify textual factors that may inhibit or
contribute to comprehension. Additionally, Schwanenflugel and Knapp (2016) suggest
that the C-I model infers that the explicitness of the text matters when teaching students
the process of constructing and integrating knowledge presented by the text. The model
(Kintsch, 2004) guided the research team in selecting appropriate texts (decodable) for
the reading comprehension instruction delivered during the study and provided a
framework for evaluating the oral summaries—text base and situation model, which is
described in detail in the methods section.
Though the C-I model (Kintsch, 2004; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978b) does not
address reading instruction per say, the model provides implications that are essential in
teaching students explicitly how to strengthen the cognitive processes that happen as a
reader constructs meaning (Schwanenflugel & Knapp, 2016). As a student moves through
a text, each sentence is read, constructed, and then integrated (Sinatra & Broughton,
2011). The three levels of text representation provide a guide of how to explicitly teach
students how to read a text. Students will successfully be able to demonstrate
comprehension if they can learn to identify idea units (key words and phrases) in the text,
create a network of these propositions (microstructure) and generate main idea sentences,
and construct a big-idea topic (macrostructure). Successful execution of these processes
then enables the reader to integrate new knowledge by generating a summary
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Researchers have demonstrated application of the C-I model in reading research
(Sinatra & Broughton, 2011; Singer & Kintsch, 2001). Specifically, relevant to the
proposed study, studies that have focused on main idea and summarization instruction to
improve comprehension have relied the on C-I model (Kintsch, 2004) to not only guide
interventions but also evaluate student summaries (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Hare &
Borchardt, 1984; Reynolds & Perin; 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin,
2008). Thus, the C-I model addresses reading comprehension components that happen
within the reader’s mind and that are text-based. The model has also contributed to the
understanding of components that are situated in the instruction or “activity” as it is noted
in the RRGS heuristic.
RRSG framework. The RRGS (2002) heuristic has offered a framework for
reading intervention work for more than 15 years. This heuristic has contributed to
scholars’ thinking in designing interventions to improve reading comprehension among
diverse student populations and/or students with reading difficulties (Edmonds et al.,
2009). The framework shows how the elements of reading comprehension interrelate to
better understand reading comprehension, and the interaction between the elements helps
the field examine how proficient readers approach text (RRSG, 2002).
The heuristic demonstrates the interaction between the three elements of
comprehension: (a) the text, (b) the reader, and (c) the activity situated within the
sociocultural context shaped by the reader (RRSG, 2002). A reader’s skill level,
background, and time on-task can all mediate his/her successful or unsuccessful
comprehension outcomes across texts, while the features of the text impact the
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comprehension level of the reader as well. The “activity” or interventions implemented
can improve the comprehension of students with reading difficulties when reader
characteristics and text features are taken into account.
In the Edmonds et al. (2009) synthesis on reading interventions for struggling
readers, they address critical elements of the proposed heuristic. They categorize findings
on the type of activity or intervention designed for students with reading difficulties and
the type of text that was used. Both of these elements are essential to address when
conducting reading interventions for students with reading difficulties.
Because the RRSG (2002) heuristic includes many constructs within the elements
that make up the framework that are not defined explicitly, it can be challenging to use
this model alone to interpret the reading comprehension process. Besides Kintsch’s C-I
model for reading that defines the text in greater detail and the processes the reader
travels through, social cognitive approaches emphasize the interactions between personal,
behavioral, and environmental factors in learning.

Social Cognitive Theory
Though cognitive processing theories provide a thorough representation of the
components of reading comprehension, social cognitive theory emphasizes the areas that
are essential in understanding the needs of diverse student populations including students
with reading difficulties. Because students today come from diverse backgrounds and
exhibit various academic challenges, measuring academic outcomes is essential in
identifying the best interventions to develop student mastery of specific skills or
behaviors (Neuman, 2011). Social cognitivism accounts for individual student’s
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characteristics and needs, behavioral and academic outcomes, as well as vicarious
learning and modeling (Pajares, 2002).
Scholars describe social cognitive theory as a framework that combines social
learning with features of cognitivism and behaviorism (Bandura, 1977; Ruddell & Unrau,
2004; Tracey & Morrow, 2017). Albert Bandura, the psychologist credited with the
development of the theory, postulated that cognitive processing models focus only on the
processes and task demands of the mind; they cannot account for the “humanness” in
learning (Bandura, 2001, p. 3). Behaviorism makes use of “accessible subject matter” that
is observable (Skinner, 1987, p. 785), but doesn’t recognize the processes involved in the
reader to produce these changes (Bandura, 1977). Therefore, a theoretical framework that
combined these views was needed. Drawing on earlier work from social learning
theories, Bandura aimed to address these theoretical problems in unifying and adding
constructs not considered in the previous theories (Bandura, 1977).
Bandura used the term triadic reciprocity to describe the interactions and bidirectional influences between behavior, personal, and environmental factors (Bandura,
2001; Pajares, 2002). Emphasis is not placed on one factor over the others. Behavior not
only includes an outward expression of an observable act, but social cognitive theory
gives weight to introspections and the processes behind the behavior. Personal factors
include biological factors, cognitive processes, mastery experiences, and affective notions
including self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Pajares, 2002). Students’ socioeconomic status,
living conditions, and academic successes or failures do not affect behavior directly, but
instead they influence students’ emotional states, aspirations, and beliefs, which in turn
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can affect behavior and academic outcomes (Bandura, 1977, 2001; Pajares, 2002).
Environmental factors, on the other hand, include social systems, collective or individual
efficacy, culture, vicarious learning, and modeling (Bandura, 2001). Though factors are
balanced and bi-directionally influence each other (Pajares, 2002), the constructs of selfefficacy and modeling were both introduced by Bandura as central to social cognitive
theory.
Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is essential in understanding learning and is a key
construct in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 2001). Self-efficacy is the belief that
individuals can successfully and confidently achieve required tasks (Bandura, 2006).
Bandura posited that self-efficacy influences behavior based on the notion that an
individual will not repeat actions if he or she does not believe that the actions will be
rewarded (Bandura, 1977). This reward could simply be success in academic tasks.
Additionally, students who demonstrate self-efficacy in academic tasks put forth greater
effort and demonstrate more persistence in difficult tasks compared to students with a
low self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996). Moreover, researchers have demonstrated that
academic achievement and self-efficacy are linked, and that mastery experiences provide
opportunities for students to increase their self-efficacy around academic tasks (Bandura,
2006; Shell, Murphy, & Bruning, 1989; Wang & Neihart, 2015).
Though the research is limited, researchers have found that self-efficacy can
contribute to overall academic achievement. Shell et al. (1989) investigated the
relationship between self-efficacy and outcome expectancy beliefs of achievement in
reading and writing. The researchers found that for undergraduate students, there was a
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significant positive correlation between reading outcome expectancy and reading
achievement (r = 0.25). This means that an individual’s beliefs about reading
achievement affected their reading outcomes. Furthermore, the results of the study
indicated that self-efficacy beliefs accounted for the variance of reading achievement
among mature readers (Shell et al., 1989). Prat-Sala and Redford (2012) also investigated
the relationship between self-efficacy in reading and writing on writing performance
among undergraduate students. The researchers reported that both self-efficacies were
correlated with writing achievement for first and second year students (r = 0.78; r =
0.84). Though both of these studies include participants that are undergraduate students,
the results linking self-efficacy to reading achievement can inform the proposed study.
Cantrell, Almasi, Rintamaa, Pennington, and Buckman (2014) investigated
strategy use in a supplemental reading program and its effects on motivation and selfefficacy. Participants in the study included low-achieving sixth-grade students who read
at least two grade levels below their current grade level. They found that participants with
reading difficulties increased cognitive strategy use over time—a characteristic of more
proficient readers. Additionally, participants indicated that the supplementary reading
class increased their self-efficacy around difficult reading tasks. This may lead to more
persistence among students with reading difficulties (Bandura, 1977). Though reading
achievement was not directly impacted as measured by a standardized reading
assessment, the findings can inform instruction. The researchers posited that though selfefficacy and reading achievement are linked as demonstrated in previous research (PratSala & Redford, 2012; Shell et al., 1989), reading achievement may not be demonstrated
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immediately. More intensive instruction may be warranted for readers with various
reading difficulties.
Bandura (1986) proposed that self-efficacy mediates the application of existing
skills and that performance increases as skills are mastered. Because students in the
proposed study will have experienced previous academic failure, teaching and guiding
students to “master” summarization to improve reading comprehension could improve
their self-efficacy in reading difficult texts. In turn, this may demonstrate improved
reading outcomes. Modeling, a critical feature present in explicit instruction, may also
provide a means to increase students’ self-efficacy and reading achievement (Schunk &
Zimmerman, 2007).
Modeling. Besides self-efficacy, modeling is a key construct in social cognitive
theory and it plays a significant and essential role in the study (Bandura, 1977, 1986).
Schunk (1987) described modeling as the “process when observers pattern their thoughts,
beliefs, and behaviors after those displayed” by a model (as cited in Schunk &
Zimmerman, 2007). In Bandura’s (1961) early work, he contended that vicarious learning
happens through observation. The current practice of modeling during instruction
stemmed from this idea. Researchers have demonstrated that modeling is an effective
instructional component in reading instruction (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; CCAAL,
2010; Kamil et al., 2008; P. D. Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). Using modeling within
instruction can promote mastery learning among students with reading difficulties
(Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007).
Research supports that students who improve and recognize the cognitive
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processes involved in reading comprehension can improve overall reading
comprehension (Jitendra et al., McMaster, Espin, & van den Broek, 2014). Research
grounded in social cognitive theory emphasizes the need to recognize personal factors
such as self-efficacy, behavioral factors demonstrated through reading achievement, and
environmental factors such as modeling and how each can play an important role in
improving reading comprehension for students with reading difficulties (Cantrell et al.,
2014; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007; Shell et al., 1989). Integrated models of reading can
guide the interpretation of these various factors.

Summary
In this dissertation study, a theoretical framework that utilizes features of
cognitive processing, integrated reading models that include Kintsch’s C-I model and the
RRSG (2002) heuristic, and social cognitivism were important in the design as well as
the evaluation of this study. The integrated framework provided a guide that enabled the
research team to focus on the central role of the teacher in instruction and the teacher’s
influence on the reader, text, and activity or intervention. Personal factors influenced
what the reader brought to the reading activity and bi-directionally influenced behavioral
or academic outcomes. Successful academic outcomes further strengthened the reader’s
self-efficacy around reading tasks as he or she demonstrated mastery (Cantrell et al.,
2014; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007). The teacher implemented the activity and
influenced the teaching environment by providing explicit instruction that included
modeling. In turn, the environment bi-directionally influenced the behavior and academic
outcomes and the personal factors by increasing opportunities for mastery. The elements

31
and factors described were essential in the design of the intervention and evaluation.
However, knowledge of evidence-based instructional practices that have a high impact on
the reading comprehension of students with reading difficulties is also necessary in order
to design effective interventions, particularly for students from AHSs that have
demonstrated limited academic success (Schwab et al., 2015).

Evidence-Based Reading Comprehension Instruction
Researchers have conducted literature reviews to identify the instructional
practices aimed to improve comprehension for students with reading difficulties in
secondary settings. Edmonds et al. (2009) and Scammacca et al. (2007) reviewed
literature that focused on interventions to improve reading comprehension for students
with reading difficulties. Numerous researchers have synthesized results for reading
comprehension interventions that focused specifically for students with disabilities
(Gajria et al., 2007; Mastropieri, Berkeley, Scruggs, & Marshak, 2008; Mastropieri et al.,
2003; Scruggs et al., 2010; Solis et al., 2012; Watson et al., 2012). Select findings from
these syntheses and meta-analyses are detailed below.
Edmonds et al. (2009) and Scammacca et al. (2007) conducted meta-analyses to
determine estimated effect sizes across the reading intervention studies they examined.
Twenty-three of the 31 studies used in the meta-analysis conducted by Scammacca and
colleagues used one or more reading comprehension measure to determine effects. The
authors reported a large estimated effect size of 0.97 across the studies. Moreover, the
estimated mean effect size for 12 studies that focused on teaching students’
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comprehension strategies explicitly was estimated at 1.35 across reading comprehension
measures (Scammacca et al., 2007). Even on standardized measures, the mean effect size
reported was 0.55. Edmonds et al. reported similar results with an estimated effect size of
1.23 on researcher created measures across seven studies that specifically focused on
comprehension instruction. For studies that reported the use of expository text (n = 3),
estimated effect sizes were moderate at 0.53. Some of the most effective reading
comprehension strategies highlighted included the use of self-questioning with main idea
instruction, advanced organizers, summarization strategies, self-monitoring,
paraphrasing, and direct instruction on informational and vocabulary concepts (Edmonds
et al., 2009; Scammacca et al., 2007). In both analyses, the researchers concluded that
adolescents with and without reading disabilities benefit from reading interventions that
focus on explicit comprehension instruction.
However, Scammacca et al. (2007) reported that in studies that only included
students with learning disabilities (LD), effects did not translate to improved performance
on standardized reading comprehension measures (ES not statistically significant).
Similarly, Edmonds et al. (2008) reported that the studies that taught students singlecomprehension strategies (n = 3), largest effects were demonstrated on measures that
aligned with the intervention. Effect sizes decreased substantially when students were
measured on novel comprehension tasks. The authors suggested that more intensive
interventions may be required across various content classes for students to be able to
generalize the instruction to novel situations (Scammacca et al., 2007).
Gajria et al. (2007) aimed to identify effective instructional approaches to
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improve comprehension of expository text for students with LD and examined the
relationship between instructional features and treatment outcomes. Overall, results
across 10 studies indicated that systematic cognitive strategy instruction enhanced
reading comprehension for students with LD (ES = 1.83). Additionally, researchers found
that instruction using multiple strategies such as combining summarization with a selfmonitoring strategy also produced effect sizes of high magnitude (ES = 1.64). The
estimated mean effect sizes for studies (n = 12) that focused on content enhancements or
cognitive strategy instruction on maintenance measures demonstrated significance on
treatment outcomes (ES = 2.08). Though fewer studies incorporated transfer measures (n
= 7), participants’ performance on generalization and transfer measures demonstrated
significant results as well (ES = 1.25).
Solis et al. (2012) conducted a synthesis on reading comprehension interventions
for middle school students with LD. Spanning the years 1979-2009, the researchers
identified 14 studies that met their criteria. Seven out of the 14 studies focused on
teaching students a summary or main idea strategy, and five of the studies added an
additional self-monitoring component. Though the authors did not aggregate a mean
effect size across studies, main idea and summarization studies demonstrated medium to
large effect sizes when compared to the comparison condition (ES = 0.35 to 6.66). Effect
sizes were lower across four of the studies that used standardized assessments as a
dependent variable, but still demonstrated medium to large effects (ES = 0.33, ES = 0.97,
ES = 0.40, ES = 1.42).
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Summary
Students with reading difficulties in the secondary grades can benefit from
reading comprehension instruction, and students with reading difficulties have
demonstrated improved understanding when explicitly taught how to improve
comprehension (Edmonds et al., 2009; Scammacca et al., 2007). Specifically, the authors
reported that cognitive strategy instruction in conjunction with explicit instruction
resulted in improved reading outcomes for students with reading difficulties and
disabilities (Edmonds et al., 2009; Gajria et al., 2007; Mastropieri et al., 2003; Scruggs et
al., 2010). Across the systematic reviews and meta-analyses, the authors highlighted high
impact interventions that have demonstrated effects for students.
When implementing instruction to improve reading comprehension,
commonalities found in the studies included the need for the following: (a) explicit
instruction that includes teacher modeling as a key component, (b) systematic instruction
with teacher and text supports, (c) extensive guided and independent practice, and (d)
corrective feedback during instruction. Mastropieri et al. (2003) also emphasized that the
most effective practices seem to incorporate the greatest number of features of effective
instruction.
Findings from these reviews demonstrate important implications for future
research. Edmonds et al. (2009) posited that future experiments should focus on
expository text, and that because the needs of secondary students with reading difficulties
vary greatly, interventions should align with these particular needs of student.
Researchers should consider when working with students with reading difficulties that
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students may benefit from interventions that incorporate self-efficacy around reading
tasks and the influence of these beliefs on academic outcomes (Edmonds et al., 2009).
Furthermore, treatment for students with disabilities must be implemented with
consistency and intensity (Mastropieri et al., 2003). Future research should also focus on
experiments that increase the reading outcomes in maintenance and transfer measures
(Gajria et al. 2007; Scruggs et al., 2010).
Finally, Solis et al. (2012) proposed that findings from their synthesis support the
use of main idea or summarization as a way to improve understanding of text. Watson et
al. (2012) described summarization instruction as “one of the most powerful strategies for
promoting reading comprehension skills” and is essential to improve and promote
reading understanding (p. 85). Therefore, explicit main idea and summarization
instruction is the focus of the proposed study.

Explicit Main Idea and Summarization Instruction
The lead researcher conducted a search for the relevant literature on
summarization instruction that would inform the study. An electronic search was
conducted using Academic Search Premier, Education Source, ERIC, and PsycINFO
databases to locate published studies between 1977-2017 related to summarization
instruction. A broad search was conducted using relevant terms (summariz*and reading
comprehension) to locate articles. The search yielded 1,235 articles. The lead researcher
reviewed the studies to select the articles that met the following criteria: (a) published in
a peer-reviewed journal between 1977-2017, (b) conducted in a secondary setting (grades
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6 through 12), (c) included students with reading difficulties, (d) used main idea or
summarization instruction as an independent variable, and (e) used a reading
comprehension measure as the dependent variable. Articles were excluded if they were
designated as literature reviews or meta-analyses, did not provide outcome data, focused
on outcomes for English as foreign language learners (EFL) or English language learners
(ELL) only, used narrative texts exclusively, or used multiple strategies as the central
independent variable. A total of nine studies met the inclusion criteria.
In reading comprehension research, researchers have used various instructional
practices to teach summarization to students. However, during the last 30 years, two
distinct practices have immerged in summarization research for secondary students: (a)
rule-based summarization instruction and (b) main idea-based summarization instruction.

Rule-Based Summarization Instruction
In 1983, Brown and Day presented the macro rules for summarizing texts based
on the model for text processing proposed by van Dijk and Kintsch (1977). The model
includes the processes of deletion, generalization, and construction (van Dijk & Kintsch,
1977). The six macro rules developed by Brown and Day for summarization are as
follows: (a) delete unnecessary material, (b) delete material that is trivial, (c) delete
material that is redundant, (d) substitute a superordinate term for a list of items or actions,
(e) select a topic sentence, and (f) invent a topic if there is not one. Six of the nine studies
highlighted in this review use the summarization rules or a variation of the rules to teach
students how to summarize expository passages (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria &
Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borhardt, 1984; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986;
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Rogevich & Perin, 2008).
Reynolds and Perin (2009) and Rogevich and Perin (2008) investigated the effects
of using the summarization rules with variations of self-regulated strategy development
(SRSD). SRSD was developed as an approach to teach students to be collaborators with
teachers in learning and using writing strategies (De La Paz, 1999). It combines explicit
instruction with goal setting, self-monitoring, and self-reinforcement (De La Paz &
Graham, 2002). Both of these studies used SRSD differently. Rogevich and Perin (2008)
used a combination of Thinking before reading, While reading, and After Reading
(TWA) and combined it with SRSD (Mason, 2004). Additionally, the teacher revised the
summarization rules (Brown & Day, 1983) to make them more student-friendly and
taught students these rules integrated within one of the lessons. Reynolds and Perin
(2009) compared two experimental conditions—text-structure instruction, which taught
participants adapted summarization rules (Brown & Day, 1983) and text structure
knowledge (TSI), and PLAN & WRITE for Summarization (PWS) adapted from De La
Paz’s work (1999).
Bean and Steenwyk (1984), Gajria and Salvia (1992), Hare and Borchardt (1984)
and Rinehart et al. (1986) also used Brown and Day’s (1983) summarization rules to
guide the instructional procedures in their studies. Treatment was designed to include
direct or explicit instructional practices as well (Gersten & Carnine, 1986; P. D. Pearson
& Gallagher, 1983; Rosenshine, 1986). Some of the features of the instruction included
explicit explanation of the rules, modeling, guided practice, corrective feedback, and
independent practice with monitoring.
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Hare and Borchardt (1986) and Bean and Steenwyk (1984) compared two
instructional conditions using the summarization rules (Brown & Day, 1983). Hare and
Borchardt implemented a deductive strategy condition and an inductive strategy
condition. The deductive condition required teachers to directly teach students the
definition of a summary, provided the rule sheet for summarizing, and modeled the
process. In the inductive condition, teachers taught the summarization rules and
application of the rules by directed questioning instead of explicit instruction, though
teacher supports were employed to make instruction more time efficient. Bean and
Steenwyk used explicit instruction for both conditions. The first condition used the
summarization rules (Brown & Day, 1983) to learn to compose summaries. Students
learned each rule one at a time and practiced applying that rule to a paragraph. Once all
rules were mastered, students composed summaries in a whole-class setting, then in small
groups, and finally independently. In the second condition, students used the GIST
strategy. Students composed a 15-word summary one sentence at a time until a final
summary was produced that represented the entire paragraph.
Descriptive information. In the studies that implemented variations of the
summarization rules, a total of 413 participants were included in the treatment
comparison experiments (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Silvia, 1992; Hare &
Bouchardt, 1984; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin,
2008). The number of participants reported for individual studies is presented in Table 1.
Reynolds and Perin reported that the majority of the seventh-grade participants were
Caucasians with a low to middle socioeconomic status. Other race or ethnic information
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and the disability status for participants were not reported. Because of the location of the
second study, Rogevich and Perin included only boys between the ages of 15-17. All
participants were diagnosed with an attention disorder, behavior disorder, or both.
Approximately 35% of participants were White, 41% Black, and 24% Hispanic. All
participants were of low socioeconomic status and had previously been found guilty of
sexual abuse, larceny, or assault.
Based on reading scores, participants demonstrated reading difficulties as well.
Hare and Borchardt (1984) described the participants in their study as low-income, high
school juniors who showed promise as talented students who may profit from an
academic enrichment program. Out of 44 participants, 27 were Black, 14 Latino, and 3
White; 22 participants were female and 12 were male. Bean and Steenwyk (1984) and
Rinehart et al. (1986) implemented their interventions with a combined total of 130
heterogeneous sixth-grade students. Other participant characteristics were not reported
for either of these studies (Been & Steenwyk, 1984; Rinehart et al., 1986). Gajria and
Silvia’s (1992) participants were in Grades 6 through 9 identified with learning
disabilities. An additional 15 average to slightly above average students formed the
comparison group.
Reynolds and Perin (2009) implemented their study in a large middle school
located in a suburb in western Canada. The researchers designed the various conditions of
the intervention to take place in seventh-grade classrooms as whole-group instruction. A
long-term residential treatment center was the location of Rogevich and Perin’s (2008)
study. Thus, instruction took place in small groups of 3-4 students. The studies conducted
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by Bean and Steenwyk (1984) and Rinehart et al. (1986) were in traditional classrooms.
Gajria and Silvia (1992) implemented their study with a small group of students in a
resource classroom in rural Pennsylvania.
Number of sessions and treatment lengths varied greatly among the six studies
and are reported in Table 1. Bean and Steenwyk (1984) reported conducting 12
instructional sessions, which was the highest number of sessions reported among the
studies, while Hare and Borchardt (1984) conducted the lowest number, which was two
sessions. However, it is important to note that instructional time for each of these two
studies was six hours. Total instructional time across the studies ranged from a low of
3.75 hours to a high of up to 11 hours with the majority of instructional time
approximately 6 hours.
Study outcomes. All of the studies reported statistically significant outcomes
(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Silvia, 1992; Hare & Bouchardt, 1984; Reynolds &
Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Effects are reported in Table
1. Bean and Steenwyk (1984) found no significant difference between the rule-governed
approach and the GIST (i.e., Generating Interactions between Schemata and Text)
approach on the summarization measure. However, both conditions outperformed the
control group and they found an association between direct instruction of summarization
to success on the summarization dependent variable. Students in the experimental
conditions also outperformed the control groups on the reading comprehension measure
(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984). Reynolds and Perin (2009) also found no differences in the
posttests between the two experimental conditions—TSI and PWS—on the main ideas

Design / N

Conditions

Posttest

Pretest

Fidelity: NR—
summarization
rules taught and
mastered to
criterion

1. Bean &
Steenwyk (1984)

N = 60
T1 n = 21
T2 n = 19
C n = 20

Treatment /
comparison
Experiment

T1: Rule-governed
summarization
instruction
T2: Gist—15 word
summaries
C: Advised to write
summaries by
finding main ideas
but no step-by-step
instruction

Rule-based summarization instruction studies

Study

Total: 5 to 6
hours

25-30 min
sessions

12 sessions over
5 weeks

Instructional
sessions/time

Dependent
variables

2. Summary of a
paragraph

1. Paragraph
comprehension:
Nelson Reading
Test

Effects of Main Idea and Summarization Intervention Studies

Table 1

2. T1 17.61 (6.55)
T2 15.63 (5.33)

2. NA

2. T1 NA
T2 NA
1. T1 46.85 (9.29)
T2 42.26 (10.25)

2. 11 (5.49)

1. 35.65 (8.36)

1. 36.80 (8.92)

Control
M (SD)

1. T1 38.85 (8.62)
T2 36.89 (8.24)

Treatment
M (SD)

1.09
0.86

1.27
0.71

0.23
0.01

[0.43, 1.72]
[0.19, 1.49]

[0.57, 1.91]
[0.05, 1.34]

[-0.39, 0.84]
[-0.62, 0.64]

95% CI

(table continues)

Cohen’s d
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Treatment /
comparison
Experiment

2. Gajria & Salvia
(1992)

Fidelity: NR—
summarization rule
sheet created and
used for instruction

3. Hare &
Borchardt (1984)

N = 54
T1 n = 22
T2 n = 22
C n = 10

Treatment /
comparison
experiment
T1: Deductive
summarization
instruction
T2: Inductive
summarization
instruction
C: No
summarization
instruction
2. Outlining
“Monster”
3. Main ideas
“Travel”

Total: 6 hours

1. Summ
efficiency
“Travel”

2 hour sessions

3 consecutive
instructional
sessions

3. 4.73 (0.88)

2. 8.27 (1.03)
3. 7.27 (0.96)

1. 29.86 (3.76)
2. 2.27 (0.88)
3. 4.67 (1.35)

Control
M (SD)

1. NA (ES pre to
posttest)
2. 2.33 (0.90)

Treatment
M (SD)

1. 37.73 (6.17)

3. FQ

2. CQ (oral
summary of a
passage with
accompanying
multiple-choice
comprehension
questions as the
measure)

1. Gates
MacGinitie
Reading Test

Dependent
variables

Posttest

Total: 6.5 to 11
hours

35-40 min
training sessions

NR

Instructional
sessions/time

1. 28.00 (4.18)
2. 1.86 (0.92)
3. 4.60 (1.12)

T1: Instruction on
summarizing for
students with LD
C1: No instruction
on summarizing for
students with LD
C2: No instruction
on summarizing for
students with
average reading
ability

Conditions

Pretest

Fidelity: NR—scripte
lessons used for
N = 45
instruction
T1 n = 15
T2 n = 15
C1 n = 15

Design / N

Study

2.76

6.14

[1.70, 3.67]

[4.30, 7.65]

[0.95, 2.64]

[-1.18, 027]
[-1.17, 0.28]
[-0.77, 0.66]

95% CI

(table continues)

*1.85

-0.47
-0.46
-0.06

Cohen’s d
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Pretest

Fidelity: 95%
(teachers reported a
mean of 95% completion of steps—
booklets prepared
for instructional
materials. Randomly selected lessons
were observed.
Checklists
developed from
lesson scripts
created for the
observations.
Teacher checklists
outlined key
components of
instruction.

4. Reynolds &
Perin (2009)

Posttest

Study

N = 121
T1 n = 40
T2 n = 39
C n = 42

Treatment /
comparison
quasiexperiment

Design / N

T1: Text structure
instruction (TSI)
T2: Plan & write
for summarization
(PWS)
C: neutral literacy

Conditions

Total: 3.75 hours

45 min sessions

5 instructional
sessions over 2
½ weeks

Instructional
sessions/time

5. Content
knowledge test

4. Writing quality

3. Summary: main
ideas

2. TOWL-3

1. Gates

Dependent
variables

3.

2.

1.

3.

2.

1.

Treatment
M (SD)
T1 0.03 (0.02)
T2 0.04 (0.02)
T1 0.75 (0.51)
T2 0.87 (0.28)
T1 2.82 (1.33)
T2 3.59 (1.76)
T1 0.06 (0.03)
T2 0.06 (0.03)
T1 0.88 (0.61)
T2 0.86 (0.28)
T1 4.41 (1.79)
T2 4.46 (1.26)
3. 4.20 (1.93)

2. 0.53 (0.20)

1. 0.02 (0.01)

3. 3.50 (2.07)

2. 0.43 (0.31)

Control
M (SD)
1. 0.02 (0.01)

95% CI
[-0.23, 1.29]
[-0.02, 1.52]
[-0.09, 1.45]
[0.65, 1.42]
[-1.17, 0.34]
[-0.70, 0.80]
[0.66, 2.32]
[0.96, 2.71]
[-0.11, 1.75]
[0.44, 2.05]
[-0.64, 0.86]
[-0.58, 0.91]

(table continues)

Cohen’s d
0.54
0.77
0.70
1.52
-0.43
0.05
1.53
1.88
0.67
1.28
0.11
0.17
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Pretest

Fidelity: NR—
teachers provided a
lesson script
containing explicit
directions of each
step of the
summarization
training. First
author met with
teachers to check
on the implementtation of each step

5. Rinehart, Stahl,
& Erickson (1986)

Posttest

Study

N = 70
T1 n = 32
C n = 38

Treatment /
comparison
experiment

Design / N

T1: Direct
instruction on
summarizing
C: Typical
instruction

Conditions

Total: 3.75 to
4.17 hours

45-50 min
sessions

5 consecutive
instructional
sessions

Instructional
sessions/time

3. Process: quality
of notes

2. Process:
preparation time

1. Product:
questions testing
major and
information
recalled from a
chapter and
summaries of
short paragraphs

Dependent
variables

5.

4.

1.
2.
3.

5.

4.

3.

2.

1.

Treatment
M (SD)
T1 48.60 (8.86)
T2 52.03 (9.29)
T1 103.60 (12.63)
T2 98.59 (13.58)
T1 42.02 (13.85)
T2 38.71 (14.54)
T1 9.08 (1.69)
T2 9.27 (1.63)
T1 18.50 (7.98)
T2 18.46 (7.82)
NA
NA
T1 46.67 (13.89)
T2 47.64 (16.75)
T1 9.76 (2.06)
T2 8.98 (1.66)
T1 61.10 (15.29)
T2 50.15 (14.68)
5. 32.86 (10.32)

4. 7.79 (2.11)

1. NA
2. NA
3. 39.21 (18.09)

5. 19.84 (9.48)

4. 9.11 (2.14)

3. 43.66 (15.93)

2. 98.02 (13.17)

Control
M (SD)
1. 49.95 (8.43)

[1.61, 2.70]
[0.87, 1.84]

[0.48, 1.39]
[0.17, 1.06]

95% CI
[-0.59, 0.28]
[-0.20, 0.67]
[-0.20, 0.67]
[-0.39, 0.48]
[-0.54, 0.32]
[-0.76, 0.12]
[-0.45, 0.42]
[-0.35, 0.52]
[-0.58, 0.28]
[-0.59, 0.28
0.02, 0.90]
[0.04, 0.92]

(table continues)

Cohen’s d
-0.16
0.23
0.43
0.04
-0.11
-0.32
-0.02
0.08
-0.15
-0.16
0.46
0.48
0.94
0.62
2.18
1.37
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Posttest

Fidelity: Could not
calculate fidelity
because lessons
could not be
recorded or outside
individuals could
not observe—
detailed lesson
plans were created
and the
implementer
checked off each
step as completed
Pretest

N = 63
T1 n = 15
T2 n = 15
C1 n = 17
C2 n = 16

Treatment /
comparison
quasiexperiment
T1:
BD/intervention
using TWA and
summarization
rules with WS
T2: BD+ADHD
/intervention using
TWA and
summarization
rules
C1: BD/typical
practice
C2: BD+ADHD
/typical practice
Total: 3.75 hours

45 min sessions

5 instructional
sessions
(generally
consecutive or
separated by 1 or
2 days)

1. Written
summarization

1. T1 67.9 (8.3)
T2 64.0 (12.7)

1. T1 21.2 (7.4)
T2 25.6 (14.5)

1. C1 29.6 (11.1)
C2 31.9 (11.9)

1. C1 26.6 (11.5)
C2 28.4 (11.0)

3. 5.53 (4.28)

3. 14.22 (4.09)

6. Rogevich &
Perin (2008)

2. 22.18 (7.84)

NA

Control
M (SD)

2. 50.50 (10.84)

Treatment
M (SD)

1. 3.99 (1.75)

Dependent
variables

1. 5.20 (2.14)

Instructional
sessions/time

Posttest

Conditions
NA

Design / N

Pretest

Study

3.91
2.61

-0.55
-0.22

2.07

3.04

0.62

[2.60, 5.00]
[1.62, 3.46]

[-1.24, 0.17]
[-0.92, 0.49]

[1.47, 2.63]

[2.32, 3.69]

[0.14, 1.10]

95% CI

(table continues)

Cohen’s d
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Design / N

Conditions

Jitendra, Cole,
Hoppes, &
Wilson (1998)

Fidelity: 99.7%—
lessons were
scripted and
checklist of steps
created. Lessons
observed for 28.9%
of training sessions.
Fidelity computed
as percentage of
steps correctly
implemented

Fidelity: 99.6%—
checklist of steps
created to assess
delivery of the
independent
variable.
Independent
variable computed
as agreements/
agreements +
disagreements x
100
2. Jitendra,
Hoppes, &
Xin (2000)

1.

T1: Main idea
strategy instruction
with selfmonitoring
C: Typical
instruction in SPED
resource

Treatment /
comparison
experiment

N = 33
T n = 18
C n = 15

N=4

Baseline: read
narrative and
expository text and
answer
comprehension
questions and
generate main idea
sentences
T: Rules for
identifying the
main person and
central action in a
paragraph with
self-monitoring

SCD:
Multiple
baseline

Main Idea-Based Summarization Instruction Studies

Study

Total: 7.5 to 10
hours

30-40 min
sessions

15 sessions over
15 days

Total: 5.33 to
6.67 hours

40-50 min
sessions

Average of 8
sessions per
participant

Instructional
sessions/time

1. 18 selection
2. 18 production

36 main idea
comprehension
questions using
narrative and
expository text

2. 2-5 item test
(expository)

1. 8 item test with
multiple-choice
and production
responses
(narrative)

Dependent
variables

1. P3 54% / 67%
2. P3 67% / 40%

1. P2 42% / 83%
2. P2 53% / 73%

1. P1 79% / 93%
2. P1 47% / 73%

No SM / SM

Treatment
M (SD)

No PND
for
control
part

1. C P4 49%
2. C P4 35%

Not applicable

95% CI

(table continues)

1. 33%
2. 50%

1. 85%
2. 71%

1. 85%
2. 42%

Cohen’s d

1. P3 35%
2. P3 33%

1. P2 25%
2. P2 25%

1. P1 33%
2. P1 17%

Control
M (SD)
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Pretest

1. 4.89 (0.96)
2. 3.17 (1.65)

Treatment
M (SD)
1. 3.62 (1.54)
2. 1.33 (1.19)

3.80 (1.59)

NA

1. 1.53 (1.51)
2. 1.33 (1.23}

Control
M (SD)
1. 2.53 (1.60)
2.1.07 (1.10)

T1 2.37
T2 2.79

2.66
1.26

[NE]
[NE]

[1.76, 3.47]
[0.55, 1.92]

Cohen’s d
95% CI
0.70
[-0.03, 1.38]
0.23
[-0.47, 0.91]

Notes. Rule-based summarization instruction studies = Brown and Day’s macro rules for summarizing texts (i.e., delete unnecessary information); main
idea-based summarization instruction studies = used main ideas to teach students how to summarize passages; T = treatment; C = control; SCD = single case
design; N = total number of participants; n = number of participants in specified group; NA = not administered; NR = not reported; TSI = text structure
instruction; PWS = plan & write for summarization; BD = behavior disordered; ADHD = attention deficit hyperactivity disorder; TWA = think before
reading, while reading, and after reading; ES = effect size; * = no test administered for C group so ES reported for pre to posttest; Summ = summarization;
SM = self-monitoring; NE = not enough information to calculate.

T1 7.57 (0.86)
T2 8.23 (2.39)

Twelve shortanswer production
questions
accompanied
passages (half
summary related,
half non-summary
related)

Dependent
variables

Posttest

Total: 40 min to
1 hour

20-30 min
sessions

2 consecutive
instructional
sessions

Instructional
sessions/time

NA

T1: Instruction on
summarizing
T2: Instruction on
summarizing with
self-monitoring
C: Traditional
reading
comprehension

Conditions

Pretest

N = 45
Group
numbers
NR but ES
reported

Fidelity: NR—all
instruction was
read from prepared
scripts

3.

Treatment /
comparison
experiment

Design / N

Malone &
Mastropieri
(1992)

Posttest

Study

47
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posttest, but the groups performed significantly better than the control group on the
measure. Additionally, both groups outperformed the control group on the writing quality
posttest and the TSI condition scored significantly better than the PWS condition (Been
& Steenwyk, 1984).
Gajria and Salvia (1992) found that students with disabilities increased
performance on the comprehension measure after instruction, whereas the control and the
comparison group’s performance (students without disabilities) remained the same. Hare
and Borchardt (1984) found that though both treatment conditions (deductive and
inductive instruction) outperformed the control group in summarization tasks, but the
more direct and explicit approach benefited students to a greater extent. Rinehart and
colleagues (1986) reported significant effects on participants’ identification of major
information found in paragraphs compared to the control group.
Rogevich and Perin (2008) reported large effect sizes for participants that
participated in instruction that used the TWA strategy with written summarization
incorporated with self-regulation techniques. Additionally, participants identified with a
behavior and an attention disorder outperformed participants identified with the same
disabilities that did not receive the summarization instruction.
Transfer measures and outcomes. Transfer or maintenance measures were
reported on four of the six studies (Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borchardt, 1984;
Reynolds & Perin, 2009, Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Gajria and Salvia (1992) compared
participants’ delayed posttest scores with the immediate posttest scores and found that
there were no significant differences between the scores, indicating that students seemed
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to maintain the summarization skills learned. Hare and Borchardt reported statistically
significant differences on the delayed posttest measures. Participants in the experimental
group performed better than the control group in summary and outlining tasks and use of
three out of four summarization rules, which included: delete unnecessary details,
collapse paragraphs, and polish the summary. However, the control group outperformed
the experimental group on the “use topic sentences” rule (Hare & Borchardt, 1984).
Reynolds and Perin (2009) reported that both experimental conditions (TSI and
PWS) performed better than the control group on the near and far transfer main idea
measure. The TSI condition showed better performance than the PWS condition and the
control condition on the near transfer writing quality measure and the far transfer main
idea and writing measure (Reynolds & Perin, 2009).
The results from Rogevich and Perin’s (2008) study demonstrated that all
intervention groups showed significantly better outcomes than comparison groups.
Participants with behavior disorders only performed better on near and far transfer and
maintenance measures when compared with participants with behavior disorders and
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD).

Main Idea Based Summarization Instruction
Three studies used main ideas to teach students how to summarize short passages
(Jitendra, Cole, Hoppes, & Wilson, 1998; Jitendra, Hoppes, & Xin, 2000; Malone &
Mastropieri, 1992). The studies conducted by Jitendra et al. (1998, 2000) both used direct
instruction techniques to teach main ideas. The direct instruction format included the
following procedures: (a) specify the lesson objective, (b) attain students’ attention with a
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focus statement, (c) note the task relevance, (d) connect new learning with prior learning,
and (e) review difficult vocabulary. Other features of the instruction included presenting
main idea rule statements, modeling the strategy using examples and non-examples,
checking for understanding, allowing opportunities to respond, and providing corrective
feedback.
In Malone and Mastropieri’s (1992) study, participants were taught to ask who or
what the paragraph is about and what is happening to them to form a summary sentence
about the paragraph. Jitendra et al. (1998, 2000) used similar language when they taught
students how to find the main idea. Additionally, all three of the studies taught
participants how to self-monitor their use of the summarization strategy, either in a
separate treatment condition (Malone & Mastropieri, 1992) or across all participants
(Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000). Design of the self-monitoring component was guided by
earlier work conducted by Graves (1986).
Descriptive information. A total of 82 participants were included in the main
idea based summarization instruction. Jitendra et al. (1998) conducted a multiple-probe
design across participants. Two Black students and two Hispanic sixth-grade students
identified with learning disabilities participated in the study. Jitendra et al. (2000)
included only middle school students with high-incident disabilities. Fifteen participants
in the sample were White, 5 were Black, and 13 were Hispanic. Malone and
Mastropieri’s (1992) 45 participants were diagnosed with LD and ranged in grade levels
from sixth through eighth. The authors did not report the race or ethnicity of the
participants.
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The three studies implemented instruction in various settings. Malone and
Mastropieri (1992) implemented their study in a traditional middle school, and selected to
deliver instruction individually to participants. Jitendra et al. (1998) conducted their study
in a small, northeastern middle school’s resource room, while Jitendra et al. (2000)
implemented their study in a large, traditional middle school in the northeastern U.S.
Instruction took place in the cafeteria and groups consisted of 6-8 students (Jitendra et al.,
2000).
Various session lengths and instructional time were reported across the studies
and are reported in Table 1 (Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992).
Jitendra et al. (2000) delivered the greatest number of instructional sessions and total
time, while Malone and Mastropieri conducted the least.
Study outcomes. Researchers reported treatment effects for improved main idea
comprehension and passage recall (Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri,
1992). The results of the studies conducted by Jitendra et al. (2000) and Malone and
Mastropieri indicated large effects across the dependent measures. In addition, two out of
three participants’ percent of nonoverlapping data (PND) in Jitendra et al.’s (1998) study
demonstrated an effective treatment.
Transfer measures and outcomes. All three of the studies reported transfer
effects. Jitendra et al. (1998) constructed a test with multiple-choice and production
questions used to measure comprehension of expository passages from textbooks.
Researchers administered a maintenance probe at least 6-weeks following the treatment
phase for each participant using a narrative passage as well as an expository passage.
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Participant performance declined in two of the three participants, but one of the
participants did demonstrate some maintenance effects (Jitendra et al., 1998). In the study
conducted by Jitendra and colleagues (2000), researchers developed test forms that
included 18 multiple-choice question and 18 production questions where participants
were required to generate main ideas. The questions assessed skills that were proximal to
the training received (12-items), assessed application of the skills to novel narrative texts
(12-items for near transfer), and assessed application of skills to novel expository text
(12-items for far transfer). The estimated mean effect size on the posttest for the near
transfer questions was 1.07, while the mean effect size for the far transfer questions was
0.75. Researchers reported delayed posttest effect sizes, which was 6-weeks after
instruction, were not significant. Thus indicating strategy effects were not maintained.
Malone and Mastropieri (1992) reported mean effect sizes of the summarization
strategy condition and the summarization strategy with self-monitoring for near transfer
measures of 1.56 and 1.53, respectively. The near transfer measure contained a similar
passage to the passages used in training that had not been altered like the posttest
measure that included a line for the summary sentence. Participants then completed a
passage recall measure. The mean effect sizes for the far transfer measure—a recall
measure that used a social studies text—for the experimental conditions were reported at
1.28 and 2.12 compared to the control condition.

Text descriptors
Though expository text was used in all of the studies, various types of texts were
used for instruction and as the dependent variables. Rogevich and Perin (2008) used
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passages 300 words in length from fourth-grade textbooks for high school students with
reading difficulties. The passages were designated to be on the participants’ independent
reading level. In the Reynolds and Perin (2009) study, middle-school participants read
Grade 6 to 7-leveled reading passages on social studies topics. Readability levels for the
texts used in the study for middle school students conducted by Jitendra et al. (2000)
were at the grade equivalent of 2.96 for training measures, 4.77 for transfer measures, and
6.69 for far transfer measures. Additionally, both narrative and expository passages were
used (Jitendra et al., 2000). Malone and Mastropieri (1992) selected passages that were
200 words in length and written at the 3.2 grade level for use in their study for middle
school students with disabilities. Rinehart et al. (1986) selected the paragraphs used
during posttests to contain implicit or explicit main idea sentences. Grade-level
equivalence was not reported for posttest materials, but instructional passages were
determined to be on a fifth-grade level (Rinehart et al., 1986).
For students in Grades 6 through 9, Gajria and Silvia (1992) selected texts with a
determined range of readability from 4.0 to 4.6 and were 400 to 470 words in length.
Bean and Steenwyk (1984) selected paragraphs that were 50 words in length and
averaged five sentences per paragraph. The readability level was determined to be
appropriate for Grade 6 students.
For participants who were juniors in high school, Hare and Borchardt (1984)
reported using both fifth-grade passages adapted for instruction on the summarization
rules and high school passages with readability levels ranging from seventh to eighth
grade to ninth to tenth grade for participants.
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Evaluating Summaries for Reading
Comprehension
Various scoring procedures were used across the studies to evaluate participants’
summaries (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Reynolds & Perin; 2009;
Rinehart et al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Some researchers incorporated writing
quality within the scoring procedures. Reynolds and Perin measured main ideas and
writing quality. Participants were required to read two to three passages and write a
summary of the information. Researchers calculated the number of main ideas
represented in each summary and recorded on a score sheet. The main idea quality
indicator indicated whether each main idea was adequately supported. Participants were
awarded points within a range of 0-3. Furthermore, summary writing quality was
evaluated using an adapted rubric from the Canadian Ministry of Education (as cited in
Reynolds & Perin, 2009).
Rogevich and Perin (2008) also used written summarizations to evaluate reading
comprehension. Coders created scoring rubrics for each science passage used. They
identified all idea units (subject + verb) found in the text and generated sentences that
captured each idea unit. For each idea present, the participant earned a score ranging from
0 to 2; two represented a fully supported idea.
Bean and Steenwyk (1984) identified all idea units in the passage, weighted the
importance of each, and then created a scoring scheme that reflected the importance of
the idea units—most important idea units represented in the summary received the most
points. Rinehart et al. (1986) developed a similar scoring procedure with summary rating
scores ranging from 1 to 3; participants were scored a 3 for producing a main idea that
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included a first level of supporting information. Hare and Borchardt (1984) scored
participants’ summaries by assigning a rating to each sentence, which indicated the
importance of each sentence included in the summary.

Evaluating Reading Comprehension and
Content Knowledge
Several of the studies examined the effects of summarization through more
traditional reading comprehension or content knowledge measures (Gajria & Salvia,
1992; Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). Numerous researchers
assessed comprehension of main ideas of texts using researcher-created measures that
assessed application of main idea and summary knowledge (Gajria & Salvia, 1992;
Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). The measures contained
multiple-choice or production questions or a combination of both.
Gajria and Salvia (1992) developed a 10-item multiple-choice comprehension
measure, which included five factual questions and five condensation questions.
Condensation questions assessed main ideas, cause and effect relationships, concepts, and
inferences. Additionally, the researchers used the Gates-MacGinitie as a pre- and posttest for the experimental group (Gajria & Salvia, 1992).
Other researchers combined summary evaluation with multiple-choice reading
comprehension measures as well (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Hare & Borchardt, 1984;
Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Besides using a main idea and
summary writing quality measure, Reynolds and Perin used a content knowledge
measure. The 16-item test was used as a pre- and post-test to assess the recall of the
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content in the training passages. Bean and Steenwyk administered the Nelson Reading
Test (M. J. Nelson, 1962) designed to measure main ideas and details within paragraphs,
and Hare and Borchardt (1984) used a multiple-choice test that measured passage
comprehension as a pre and posttest as well.

Fidelity
Fidelity of implementation was reported for three of the nine studies for at least
20% of the treatment sessions (Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Reynolds & Perin, 2009).
Mean implementation percentages ranged from 95% to 99.7%, indicating instructors
followed procedures with a high degree of accuracy. Even though the remainder of the
studies did not report fidelity, researchers used instructor scripts and explicit instruction
prompts to increase the procedural integrity as noted in Table 1 (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984;
Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borhardt, 1984; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992; Rinehart et
al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008).

Summary
Researchers examined main idea instruction and summarization instruction in
secondary settings, revealing medium to large effects for students with reading
difficulties (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borhardt, 1984;
Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992; Reynolds & Perin, 2009;
Rinehart et al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008).
The findings of the described research studies will inform the proposed study in
various ways. First, main-idea based summarization instruction was designed specifically
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for students with disabilities and researchers used shorter passages during instruction and
assessment (Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). Secondly, the
researchers taught participants component skills systematically to teach summarization.
Two studies that used rule-based summarization instruction was designed for students
with disabilities (Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Rogevich & Perin, 2008), but the majority of the
studies implemented instruction with participants with reading difficulties more broadly
(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Hare & Borhardt, 1984; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et
al., 1986).
Malone and Mastropieri (1992) reported the largest effect sizes among the studies,
which may indicate that individual instruction could be more robust than group
instruction. The researchers also implemented instruction in the fewest number of
sessions compared to the other studies (Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). However, the
researchers used the lowest-level reading passages for instruction and assessment.
Other studies also used texts that were at grade-level or slightly below for
instruction and assessment, though Hare and Borchardt (1984) did incorporate higherlevel texts in delayed posttest measures (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Salvia, 1992;
Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et
al., 1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Rinehart et al. selected texts based on explicit or
implicit main ideas, recognizing that higher-level texts are more challenging because
explicit main ideas are often not present. Thus, the text selection in the experiments was
an important feature of the instruction and should be forefront in the design of this study.
Additional findings related to instructional design will also inform the study.
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Modeling is essential when teaching students with reading difficulties main idea and
summarization skills (Edmonds et al., 2009; Gajria et al., 2007; Mastropieri et al., 2003;
Scruggs et al., 2010). Studies that incorporated explicit instruction and modeling—the
majority of the experiments demonstrated greater student impact than studies that did not
(Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Jitendra et al.,
1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986;
Rogevich & Perin, 2008). Rogevich and Perin implemented instruction in terms of before
reading, during reading, and after reading activities for students with emotional and
behavior disorders using the TWA with writing summarization strategy. This feature
incorporated in the intervention may have provided another way for students to monitor
their reading while performing the strategy (Rogevich & Perin, 2008). The instructional
features described in the studies will inform the lesson design for the proposed study as
well. The research has demonstrated that these features are essential when implementing
instruction for students with reading difficulties.
Findings from this research base provide promising effects for students with
reading difficulties. Main idea and summarization instruction could increase reading
comprehension among students with the most needs. However, most of the research
reviewed focused on the middle school population and does not explore the effects for
students in high schools. Only two studies examined the effects for students above Grade
9 (Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). During the last 8 years, there have
not been any peer-reviewed articles published demonstrating the effects of main idea and
summarization on secondary students’ reading comprehension, even though it is a high-
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impact strategy highlighted in several systematic reviews (Edmonds et al., 2009; Gajria et
al., 2007; Watson et al., 2012). Furthermore, reading comprehension research is
nonexistent in the literature for AHS setting. Additional research is needed to address the
gaps in the literature described. Thus, the proposed study will aim to measure the efficacy
of explicit and intensive instruction on AHS students’ use of main ideas and
summarization to improve reading comprehension of expository text.
In conclusion, researchers have emphasized that the ability to summarize is
essential in improving reading comprehension (Watson et al., 2012; Winograd, 1984). In
the most recent systematic review conducted to examine the effects of summarizing and
main idea interventions for students in grades 3 through 12 with reading difficulties,
researchers identified 30 studies published in peer-reviewed journals from 1978-2016
(Stevens, Park, & Vaughn 2018). Twenty-three of these studies were group design and
the authors reported a mean effect of 0.97. Six of the studies were single-case designs in
which some of the experiments demonstrated strong evidence for comprehension
measures. Stevens et al. reported only eight of these studies were conducted with high
school students. Despite the high impact of main idea and summarization instruction,
limited research has been conducted in this area for secondary students (Solis et al., 2012;
Stevens et al., 2018). Furthermore, a lack of high quality and rigorous studies suggest the
need for further research in this area (Stevens et al., 2018).
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Participants and Setting

Participant Selection and Recruitment
At the beginning of the 2017-2018 school year, the lead researcher recruited
student participants with reading difficulties, who attend a small, semi-urban, AHS (N =
130; Utah State Board of Education [USOE], 2017) in the Mountain West Region of the
United States. Study participants were identified through a series of gating procedures
conducted with the cooperation of the selected AHS (Table 2).
During the fall and the spring of the AHSs academic school year, faculty and staff
administer the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE; CTB/Mcgraw-Hill, 2017) to all
students who attend the AHS as a typical school practice to measure growth during the
year. In addition, the English language arts (ELA) teacher, who was previously identified
to participate in the study to assist in identifying student participants, administered a
second reading comprehension assessment, an eighth-grade level Achievement
Improvement Monitoring System (AIMSweb, 2017) Maze Curriculum-Based Measure
(CBM) to students who had been previously identified with a disability placed in her two
ELA classes as part of typical practice (N. C. S. Pearson, 2014). However, because all
students who were placed in the designated ELA classes have previously been identified
as students with reading difficulties, they were possible participants for the study.
The lead researcher planned to attend each of the two ELA classes previously
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Table 2
Gating Procedures for Possible Participants
Procedure

Action

Pool of participants

Gating
procedure 1

Faculty/Staff administer TABE
assessment BOY

All students who attend the AHS (N =
130)

Gating
procedure 2

Researcher distributes FERPA forms

All students within the six offered ELA
classes (N = 85)

Gating
procedure 3

Researcher collects FERPA forms

Students return the signed FERPA form
(N = 11)

Gating
procedure 4

Researcher & ELA teacher identify
students who demonstrate reading
difficulties and are reading below grade
level

Students who scored within the
approximate range of a 6th to 8th grade
level on the TABE reading assessment
(N = 6)

Gating
procedure 5

Researcher distributes & collects
consent/assent forms

Student who have met the previously
identified criteria (N = 6)

Gating
procedure 6

Researcher administers 6G & 8G
AIMSweb MAZE CBM

Students who scored above the target
score on the 6G AIMSweb CBM and in
the average range (18-37) on the 8G
AIMSweb CBM (N = 4)

Participant
selection

Researcher & ELA teacher selects 3-5
Recruited participants must meet all
participants from the final participant pool previous gating procedures criteria
(N = 4)
based on most similar scores and risk
indicators
Note. BOY = Beginning of the Year; CBM = Curriculum-Based Measurement; L = Lexile Score; TABE =
Test of Adult Basic Education.

identified (N = 41) to briefly describe the study and distribute the Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) forms to students. However, due to scheduling
difficulties, some students with reading difficulties were placed in the remaining four
ELA classes, and the teacher and school counselor recommended informing students of
the study and distributing the FERPA forms in those additional classes as well (N = 44).
Parent or guardian’s signature and return of the FERPA form allowed the lead researcher
access to students’ educational records and academic performance on the screening tests
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administered by the school and the classroom teacher as part of the school’s yearly
assessments (N = 11). The lead researcher in consultation with the ELA teacher narrowed
the participant sample by identifying students who demonstrated reading comprehension
scores within an approximate range of a sixth- to eighth-grade reading level (N = 6), as
measured by the TABE (CTB/Mcgraw-Hill, 2017 and the eighth-grade level AIMSweb
CBM (N. C. S. Pearson, 2014). Students who had not attended school for at least 90% of
class sessions or had had more than 2-4 behavioral infractions for the 2017-2018 school
year, were excluded from possible participation. In addition, any students who
participated in the reading intervention implemented by some members of the research
team at the school during the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years were excluded.
The lead researcher explained the details of the project during the ELA classes to
the smaller participant sample and presented the guardian consent and participant assent
documents (N = 6). Based on the return of the consent and assent documents, the lead
researcher administered the sixth-grade level AIMSweb Maze CBM and the eighth-grade
level AIMSweb Maze CBM to those who had not been administered the measure
previously to further narrow the participant sample. For the AIMSweb Maze CBM, the
number of correct responses or word replacements the student makes while silently
reading a leveled passage is the designated score. Students who scored higher than the
target score on the sixth-grade passage (22 correct replacements in 3 min for a 150 to
400-word passage), and who demonstrated an average score (between 18 and 37) on the
eighth-grade level AIMSweb Maze CBM entered the possible participant sample (N = 4).
The target score represents the national aggregate published by N. C. S. Pearson, while
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the average scores provide a range of scores that include the target score (N. C. S.
Pearson, 2014). Thus, all students who demonstrated comprehension on a sixth-grade
level passage by achieving a score at or above the target and demonstrated adequate
comprehension of an eight-grade passage by scoring within the average range, entered
the participant sample. Participant Lexile® scores on the Maze CBM were also provided
from AIMSweb as the individual’s maze score is correlated with a Lexile® level
(MetaMetrics, 2011, 2017; see Appendix A for grade level and corresponding Lexile®
bands; Williamson, Koons, Sandvik, & Sanford-Moore, 2012). Possible participants’
Lexile® scores ranged from 1115L to 1330L (AIMSweb Maze CBM: 24-35).
Thus, the lead researcher in consultation with the ELA teacher selected 4 students
to enter the possible participant sample based on the following criteria and education
records reviewed: (a) identified with reading comprehension difficulties by their ELA
classroom teacher (N = 25-30), (b) returned the FERPA form to the lead researcher or the
ELA teacher (N = 11), (c) returned the consent and assent forms (N = 6), (d)
demonstrated reading comprehension scores within an approximate range of a 6th to 8th
grade reading level, as measured by the TABE and the AIMSweb CBM (CTB/McgrawHill, 2017 N. C. S. Pearson, 2014) (N = 4), (e) agreed to attend sessions and complete all
research activities, (f) demonstrated similar risk indicators as other possible participants
including number of credits earned, high school Grade Point Average (GPA), and
disability status . The research team aimed to use the educational data to create the most
homogeneous group of participants.
The lead researcher approached each student individually during his/her ELA
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class to invite the student to participate. All four of the students agreed to participate.
Pseudonyms were chosen by each participant to ensure confidentiality.

Pre-Assessments
As indicated, two pre-assessments will be used as part of the multi-step,
participant selection procedure. The TABE measure is administered to all students who
attend the participating AHS every fall and spring during the academic school year. The
TABE includes a silent reading comprehension measure normed on individuals 14 years
old and older (Greenberg et al., 2010; Tighe, Barnes, Connor, & Steadman, 2013). The
school faculty will administer a locater assessment, which determines what level of test
the students should be administered. Students then take the battery that is most closely
aligned with their skill level. The TABE consists of five levels: L = Literacy (grade level
equivalency = 0 to 1.9), E = Easy (grade level equivalency = 1.6 to 3.9), M = Medium
(grade level equivalency = 3.6 to 6.9), D = Difficult (grade level equivalency = 6.6 to
8.9), and A = advanced (grade level equivalency = 8.6 to 12.9). The reading subtest
includes 50 multiple-choice questions of short passages that are functional, narrative, or
expository text. Internal consistency reliability between the levels is 0.88 to 0.95 (Tighe
et al., 2013).
Researchers have suggested using an additional reading comprehension measure
when using the TABE to evaluate older readers’ difficulties (Greenberg et al., 2010).
Thus, the lead researcher further assessed the reading levels of possible participants by
administering the AIMSweb MAZE CBM during the participant selection procedure. The
MAZE is a silent, timed reading (3 min) multiple-choice task. Within the 150 to 400-
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word passage, every seventh word is replaced with a choice of three words inside
parentheses (N. C. S. Pearson, 2014). The assessment passages are available for grades 1
through 8, which makes it an appropriate choice for this study. Participants must achieve
the target score (22) on the sixth-grade level passage and score within the average range
(18-37) on the eighth-grade level passage to ensure they have the decoding skills to read
passages within a 6 to 8 grade level.

Participant Characteristics
Participants in this study were 15- to 17-year-old AHS students who attend the
participating AHS. Approximately 70% of the student population at the school is male
and 30% is female (USBE, 2017). For this study, two of the participants were male and
one participant was female. The fourth student did not demonstrate a stable or descending
baseline, so was unable to enter the treatment phase of the study. All students who attend
the AHS have previously been identified as at-risk for academic failure by their
placement in an AHS. Participants must be identified with reading difficulties, as defined
by reading between a sixth- to eighth-grade level based on TABE and AIMSweb MAZE
scores and/or identified by the classroom teacher as having reading difficulties.
Participants may be diagnosed with a mild/moderate disability, such as a Specific
Learning Disability (SLD), an Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), and/or
an Emotional Behavior Disorder (EBD). The participant demographics are presented in
Table 3.
Additionally, the lead researcher collected academic and behavioral performance
data that is associated with increased risk for leaving high school before earning a
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Table 3
Participant Demographics
Participant

Age

Grade

Gender

Race

IEP

Disability

ELL Status

Kenny

16

10

F

White

Yes

LD (reading, writing, & math)

N/A

Andrew

16

10

M

White

Yes

LD (writing & math)

N/A

Airbender
17
11
M
White
No
N/A
N/A
Note. IEP = Individualized Education Plan; ELL = English Language Learner; TABE = Test of Adult Basic
Education; N/A = Not Applicable.

diploma: (a) attendance rate from the previous year, (b) behavioral infractions, (c) credit
accrual, (c) cumulative, high school Grade Point Average (GPA), and (d) TABE reading
and math scores (Carver et al., 2010; Schwab et al., 2015; see Table 4). A brief selfefficacy measure was administered to measure participants’ overall confidence level of
reading tasks and skills (N = 4; Appendix B). AHS students typically exhibit weaker
academic skills and lower reading comprehension when compared to students without
these risk factors (Kleiner et al., 2002; Laguna-Riordan et al., 2011). Thus, it is important
to capture these participants’ characteristics.

Setting
Alternative high schools (AHS) are adjuncts to traditional public high schools and
are designed to address the needs of students that cannot be met in traditional settings
(Tang & Sable, 2009). AHSs aim to help students who have earned insufficient credit,
violated behavior expectations, or demonstrated poor attendance (Kleiner et al., 2002;
Lagana-Riordan et al., 2011; Schwab et al., 2015; Sussman, Arriaza, & Grisby, 2014).
Particularly, AHSs aim to increase the graduation rates of students who would not be
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Table 4
Academic and Behavioral Performance Data
Attendance
──────────
16-17

17-18

Credit
accrual

GPA

Beh

TABE Read Spring/
Fall 2017

TABE Math
Spring/Fall 2017

Kenny

NP

76%

4.50a

3.54

0

NP / 4.7

NP / 3.4

Andrew

97%

95%

14.00

2.23

0

3.3 / 3.3

4.1 / 3.4

Participant

a

Airbender
88%
96%
12.25
1.36
8
NP / 5.8
NP / 8.0
th
Note. Attendance 2017-2018—Terms 1-3; GPA = Grade Point Average (Cumulative—9 grade through
Term 3 for the 2017-2018 academic school year); Beh = Total Behavioral Infractions; TABE = Test of
Adult Basic Education; NP = not present.
a

= Credit deficient (Not on track to graduate).

successful in more traditional high school settings by providing smaller class sizes,
counseling services, and self-paced instruction (Clark, Ringwalt, Shamblen, & Hanley,
2011; Lagana-Riordan et al., 2011; Smith & Thomson, 2014).
Students who attend this AHS previously attended a comprehensive high school
in the district. Students were “pushed out” of their previous high school because his/her
academic and behavioral performance data warranted an alternative education setting to
meet his/her needs. The AHS has six, 6-week terms in a school year. Students can earn
0.25 credits for completion of a class during a single term. For instance, if a student is
enrolled in six classes, the student can earn up to 1.50 credits during a single, 6-week
term. This allows students to make up deficient credit more quickly than in a
comprehensive high school.
The study took place in a classroom or designated area in a small AHS (N =130)
in the Western U.S. during the fall and spring semesters of the 2017-2018 academic
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school year. Approximately 64% of the student population was seniors, 30% were
juniors, and 10% were sophomores (USBE, 2017). The 50-min class periods typically
have 10 to 20 students enrolled with a combination of all grade levels within the same
class. The ELA classroom teacher, who has a Bachelor of Science degree with a Special
Education Area of Concentration and a Mild/Moderate emphasis for K-12 and an
endorsement in English as a Second Language (ESL), implements a variety of activities
including class-wide instruction in narrative and expository text, writing and grammar
activities, and a variety of independent work.

Materials
The research team used the following materials during the study: (a) a
terminology reference sheet, (b) expository passages, (c) model lessons, (d) a
Summarization Guide (SG), (e) SG answer key per passage, (e) an oral summary
evaluation scoring form, (f) an oral scoring form key per passage, (g) a fidelity of
implementation checklist, and (h) a recording device.

Terminology Reference Sheet
The terminology reference sheet included terms and definitions that the research
team identified as necessary to understand to generate an accurate and complete
summary. The terms included: (a) big idea topic, (b) key words and phrases, (c) main
idea, (d) supporting detail, and (e) summary (see Appendix C). The purpose of the
terminology reference sheet was to provide participants with operational definitions of
essential terms used during the study to support explicit instruction. Students referred to
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this reference sheet throughout the study.

Expository Passages
Expository passages adapted from Read Theory (Hock, 2017), ReadWorks
(2017), and the REWARDS Reading Program (Archer, Gleason, & Vachon, 2014) were
used for 5 instructional sessions and 15 to 18 assessment sessions. Passages used for
assessment were not repeated. Passages included various topics (e.g., social studies
humanities, and science) and were between 350 to 450 words and 3-5 paragraphs in
length. Adaptations of the passages included a visual that represented the big idea topic
and additional white space in between paragraphs and minor paragraph adaptations for
some passages. The passages were formatted to only the front side (see Appendix D). The
backside of the paper was blank.
The passages were determined to be within the range of a sixth- to eighth-grade
level text with a Lexile® band of 820 to 1060 (Williamson et al., 2012). The passages
selected for instruction and for assessment sessions were within or below the range of the
participants’ Lexile® level bands as identified during the gating procedure assessment
with the AIMSweb Maze CBM ensuring the passages could be read independently by the
participant. However, the passages were two to five grade levels below participants’
actual grade level.
Text variables. The research team coded the passages for text variables to select
passages that were representative of similar variables. The text variables that were coded
included (a) Lexile® level, (b), genre or topic, (c) text structure (e.g., description,
compare/contrast, etc.), (d) and explicitness of main ideas presented per paragraph.
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Passage Lexile® levels and participants’ Lexile® bands were used to determine
the best text and participant match (Jackson, 1996). A Lexile® score represents a
student’s ability to comprehend a given text at a 75% comprehension rate (Lennon &
Burdick, 2004). Students will be most successful reading texts that are within a specified
Lexile® band, 100L below the student’s score and 50L above the score (Lennon &
Burdick, 2004). Additionally, a Lexile® level is available per passage by Read Theory
(Hock, 2017) and ReadWorks (2017). However, the research team verified the Lexile®
level using The Lexile® Framework for Reading website (www.Lexile.com). If
discrepancies were found, the Lexile® level from the Lexile® website was used as the
standard. It is important to note The Lexile® Framework for Reading updates the
Lexile® analysis on a frequent basis. Lexile levels were calculated between June of 2017
to October of 2017. The REWARDS Reading Program passages do not have a published
Lexile® level per passage (Archer et al., 2014). Thus, the Lexile® level was calculated
from the Lexile® website. A separate code sheet of the reliability of the researchercalculated Lexile® level and the Read Theory or ReadWorks Lexile® level per passage
is available (see Appendix E). Participant’s Lexile® level scores were determined during
the pre-assessment gating procedures. Identifying the Lexile® level in the passages
guided the research team in selecting participants who best matched the text level to be
used in instruction and assessment (Jackson, 1996).
The research team coded the passages for genre or topic. Background knowledge
and topic knowledge affects students’ ability to identify main ideas in texts (Afflerbach,
1990). Therefore, coding and sorting passages by similar genres or topics exposed
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participants to the represented genres or topics across passages. Passages will be
categorized into one of three genres: (a) science, (b) social studies, or (c) humanities.
The research team coded for the type of text structure used in the passages.
Common text structure types included (a) problem and solution, (b) description, (c)
compare and contrast, (d) chronology/sequence, and (e) cause and effect. Although
researchers do not agree on the easiest types of expository text structures for students to
comprehend (Pyle, Vasquez, et al., 2017), the research team selected passages with most
similar text structures. Approximately 70% of the passages used for assessment sessions
were coded as descriptive text structures, while 16% of the passages were coded as
compare and contrast and 11% of the passages represented chronological and cause and
effect text structures. The high percentage of descriptive passages available were similar
to previously published research that determined that approximately 70% of texts created
for secondary students use a descriptive text structure (Pyle, Vasquez, et al., 2017).
Passages that contain explicit main ideas throughout the paragraphs were used in
all phases of the study. An explicit main idea was defined as a main idea that can be
located within a paragraph. The team selected passages that contained mostly explicit
main ideas per paragraph because participants were more likely to find success in
locating explicit main ideas than generating implicit main ideas (Hare, Rabinowitz, &
Schieble, 1989). Two members of the research team independently coded each passage,
blind to the passage level and code of the explicit or implicit main idea per paragraph per
passage (see Appendix F). After passages were coded, the lead researcher addressed any
discrepancies and come to an agreement with the research team to determine which
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passages included mostly explicit main ideas (i.e., an explicit main idea per paragraph in
two out of three paragraphs or three out of four paragraphs). It was possible for passages,
which contain approximately three to four paragraphs, included a combination of explicit
and implicit main ideas. For example, one passage included an explicit main idea in
paragraphs one and two and an implicit main idea in paragraph 3. Passages were selected
that contained the most explicit main ideas.
Text selection. All passages were categorized first by Lexile® level and then by
genre before the lead researcher selected the passages. The passages were between a 6th
to 8th grade reading level and a Lexile® band of 820L to 1060L, which included 50L
above and 100L below the 6 grade and the 8 grade Lexile® levels with an estimated
comprehension rate of at least 75% for participants (Jackson, 1996; Williamson et al.,
2012). Passages were categorized in three categories. The three categories of texts
included: (a) easiest (lowest Lexile® = an estimated comprehension level of 75% for a
sixth-grade level passage and a Lexile® range of 820L to 900L), (b) moderate (middle
Lexile® = an estimated comprehension level of 75% for a seventh-grade level passage
and a Lexile® range of 900L to 980L), and (c) hardest (highest Lexile® = an estimated
comprehension level of 75% for an eighth-grade level passage and a Lexile® range of
980 to 1060L). The research team selected passages from each of the three genres (i.e.,
science, social studies, humanities) per Lexile® category. For example, six passages were
categorized into the easiest category (lowest Lexile® range of 820L to 900L). Among
these six passages, the three genres were represented—three were identified as social
studies passages, two were science passages, and one passage was humanities. Thus,
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selecting passages on Lexile® level and then by genre ensured that participants had as
equal of access as possible to the types of texts presented across the study.
The research team selected passages for the order presented to the participants
during the assessment sessions using a pseudo-randomized approach of text (with similar
variables) in order to control for text effects. Passages were randomly selected in blocks
of three with each block including text representing each of the Lexile® reading levels
(easiest, moderate, and hardest). For example, passages selected for the first three
baseline phase sessions included one of the easiest Lexile® levels, one of the moderate
Lexile® levels, and one of the hardest Lexile® levels. The three genres (science, social
studies, and humanities) were represented across two blocks of three passages. For
example, in the first block used for assessment sessions, there was one passage from each
of the three genres (science, social studies, and humanities) and in the second block there
were two science passages and one social studies passage. Additionally, four different
text structures (descriptive, compare and contrast, chronological, and cause and effect)
were represented across the passages with the majority of passages (70%) coded as
descriptive text structures. The order of the passages presented to the participants was
randomly selected within the block. To illustrate, the lead researcher randomly selected
the following order for the baseline example described above from block one: (1) easiest,
(2) hardest, (3) moderate; and from block two: (4) moderate, (5) easiest, (6) hardest. The
text selection process was replicated in the treatment and maintenance phases for
participant 1. Variations of the order presented differed as needed to enable the lead
researcher to administer the same passage to all participants at different time points.
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Furthermore, participant absences and participant time of entry when beginning the
intervention cause variation of the presentation of the passages. However, all participants
received at least two or three passages on each of the designated Lexile® levels during
treatment.

Model Lessons
A lesson plan template was created to outline the before reading, during reading,
and after reading activities in the lessons. The lesson plan template included suggested
teacher scripts and modeling prompts as well (see Appendix G). A model lesson plan was
created for treatment session one. Instruction in both sessions two and three followed the
model. Additional lessons were modified from the model lesson plan based on participant
needs during the faded instructional treatment sessions.

Summarization Guides
The summarization guide is a graphic organizer that the lead researcher used
during instructional sessions. The summarization guide outlined the before, during, and
after reading activities participants were expected to complete during the study. For
example, participants recorded the big idea topic (before reading activity), the key words
or phrases per paragraph (during reading activity), and the main idea per paragraph
(during reading activity). Also, participants completed the summarization guide per
assessment session in baseline, treatment, and maintenance phases (see Appendix H).
Following reading the passage, participants used the SG to guide them in generating an
oral summary (after reading activity).
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The research team created a summarization guide answer key per passage used
during the instructional sessions and the assessment sessions. The answer key included
the following: (a) the big idea topic, (b) key words or phrases per paragraph, and (c) a
main idea with a supporting detail per paragraph (see Appendix I).

Assessing Summarization: Oral Summary
Scoring Forms
Summarization scoring forms were used to evaluate participants’ oral summaries
following assessment sessions. The scoring form contained two sections to assess the
accuracy and completeness of the participant’s summary (see Appendix J). In the first
section, the evaluator recorded the title of the passage and the key words or phrases
included in the participant’s summary. The second section of the form presented
components required in a gold standard summary. Participants were required to include
(a) the big idea topic sentence, (b) key words or phrases, (c) the most important main
ideas across paragraphs organized in a logical way, (d) details that supported the most
important main ideas, and (e) only essential information. Though the passages were
similar in length, the number of main ideas required per summary differed across
passages. The final section of the scoring form contained the summary score total. In this
section, the evaluator completed a table to record number of points earned by the
participant per summary component (e.g., big idea topic, key words or phrases, main
ideas, etc.) and noted any additional information, such as researcher feedback based on
student performance that should be incorporated in the following lesson.
Two members of the research team created scoring form keys for all passages to
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score participants’ summaries completed per assessment session. The scoring form key
represented the gold-standard responses per summary component (e.g., big idea topic,
key words or phrases, main ideas etc.) and included a gold-standard summary in written
form (see Appendix K). Disagreements among team members on any items on the
scoring keys were addressed and discussed by the research team until agreement was
reached.

Fidelity of Implementation Checklist
The research team developed a fidelity checklist to evaluate the extent to which
the lead researcher implemented the intervention components following the instructional
sequence as prescribed in the lesson plans (adherence) and to evaluate the quality of
instructional delivery (process) across participants and phases. The checklist was created
to correspond directly to the instructional sessions and assessment sessions (see
Appendix L).

Recording Device
Participants’ audio recorded their oral summaries. Participants used a hand-held
tape recorder. A research team member scribed each participant’s summary recording in
a Word document and another member verified the accuracy of the typed version. Agreed
upon edits were made to the typed, oral summary as needed to represent the audio
recording.
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Dependent Variables
Four dependent measures were used to evaluate participants’ improved reading
comprehension of expository text. The dependent variables included the following
measures: (a) participant generated oral summaries, (b) summarization guides, and (c) a
researcher-created measure intended to measure main idea and summarization
knowledge. In addition, a self-report measure of background knowledge of the passage
topic will be administered to participants prior to every assessment session. The study
design outlining the dependent measures is presented in Table 5.

Primary Dependent Variables
As the primary dependent variable, participants independently read expository
passages and generated an oral summary per passage 1 to 3 times weekly. In addition,
participants completed a summarization guide (SG) to guide them in generating an oral
summary, which was also evaluated for quality during every session in all phases of the
study.
Oral summaries. Following reading the passage independently, the participant
was asked to generate an oral summary of the passage. Oral summaries as a reading
comprehension measure have not previously been used in the field as a dependent
variable. However, because written summaries are a common tool used to measure both
summarization quality and reading comprehension, oral summaries may be an effective
and efficient way to determine participants’ reading for understanding (Bean &
Steenwyk, 1984; Brown & Day, 1983; Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Kintsch & Kozminsky,
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Table 5
Study Design with Assessment Measures
Procedures and phases

Measures

Participant selection
(recruitment: based on ELA
teacher recommendation and
assessment data)

Gating
1-TABE (school administered)
2-AIMSweb (school & researcher administered)

Self-Efficacy
(researcher administered)

1- Self-Efficacy measure: to provide information about the level of
mastery participants feel in performing certain reading tasks

Baseline
(researcher administered
assessments)

1-Participant self-report: assessing background knowledge on topic
of passage in assessment session (two questions Q1: familiarity of
topic, Q2: depth of knowledge on topic)
2-Summarization guide (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. key words or phrases
c. main idea sentences
3-Oral summary (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. combine key phrases and main ideas
c. include only essential information
4-Generalization probes administered 1+ for higher level text (9th to
10th grade level passages)

Pre-training assessment

5-Main Idea & Summ Knowledge test of open and closed items (n
= 10) to measure participants’ knowledge of the
a. purpose of instruction,
b. terminology and definitions,
c. big idea topic,
d. main ideas & supporting details,
e. and summarization

Introductory Training (Tx):

No assessment measures given during the I.T. sessions.

Tx: Includes instruction on all
items assessed on the Main Idea
& Summarization Knowledge test
Post-training assessment;
alternative version of assessment

5- Main Idea & Summ Knowledge test of open and closed items (n
= 10) to measure participants’ knowledge of the
a. purpose of instruction,
b. terminology and definitions,
c. big idea topic,
d. main ideas,
e. and summarization

(table continues)
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Procedures and phases

Measures

Treatment (Tx)
(assessment—same as the four
measures administered in
baseline)

Measure: 3/week
(6th to 8th grade level passage)

Tx: 25-30 min sessions 3/week
1-Before reading
-topic identification
-background knowledge
-purpose
-terminology
2-During reading
-key words or phrases / MIs
3-After reading
-big idea topic sentence
-summarization

1-Participant self-report: assessing background knowledge on topic
of passage in assessment session (two questions Q1: topic
knowledge scale, Q2: depth of knowledge levels on topic)
2-Summarization guide (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. key words or phrases
c. main idea sentences
3-Oral summary (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. combine key phrases and main ideas
c. include only essential information
4-Generalization probes administered 1+ for higher level text (9th to
10th grade level passages) after participant demonstrates effects on
6th to 8th grade level passage

Post-treatment assessment;
alternative version of assessment

5-Main Idea & Summ Knowledge test of open and closed items (n
= 10) to measure participants’ knowledge of the
f. purpose of instruction,
g. terminology and definitions,
h. big idea topic,
i. main ideas,
j. and summarization

Maintenance
(assessment—same as the four
measures administered in
baseline)

Measure: 1/week
(6th to 8th grade level passage)
1-Participant self-report: assessing background knowledge on topic
of passage in assessment session (two questions Q1: topic
knowledge scale, Q2: depth of knowledge levels on topic
2-Summarization guide (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. key words or phrases
c. main idea sentences
3-Oral summary (a-c is the data that will be coded on sheet)
a. big idea topic
b. combine key phrases and main ideas
c. include only essential information
4-Generalization probes administered 1+ for higher level text (9th
to 10th grade level passages)

(table continues)
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Procedures and phases

Measures

Self-Efficacy
(researcher administered)

1-Self-Efficacy measure: to provide information about the level of
mastery participants feel in performing certain reading tasks

Social Validity
1-Social Validity measure: to determine the level of participants’
(researcher administered
perceived success using summarization to improve comprehension
Note. Tx = Treatment; Dependent measures are numbered 1-5; Items measured on the dependent measures
include a-e.

1977; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). By using a product, such as an oral summary,
comprehension can be evaluated and processes can be monitored (Kintsch, 1978b).
Scoring. Researchers have identified accurate summaries as representing a text’s
whole meaning, which includes the macrostructure of the text or the big idea (Hare &
Borchardt, 1984; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978b; J. R. Nelson, Smith, & Dodd, 1992). For
this study, accurate and complete oral summaries included the following: (a) the big idea
topic of the passage; (b) key words or phrases from the passage; (c) the most important
main ideas across paragraphs organized in a logical way; (d) details that supported the
main ideas; and (e) only essential information.
The lead researcher used specific terminology in both instruction and assessment
sessions to teach participants how to identify main ideas and summarize a passage. Key
terminology that was used included the big idea topic, key words or phrases, main ideas,
and summary. The big idea topic was defined as the macrostructure represented in the
text or the text’s gist (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984). Kintsch and van Dijk’s (1978) explained
in their description of their summary model that macrostructure is the “global nature” of a
text, or looking at the text as a whole (p. 365). The big idea topic was a more student
friendly term, which represented the most important macrostructure and included the
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text’s whole meaning (Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). For this
study, key words or phrases were defined as the most important information about what
the paragraph is about. Furthermore, though the term main idea is not defined
consistently in the literature, main idea sentences included using key words or phrases to
locate or generate a main idea sentence per paragraph. A main idea sentence included the
most important information of what is happening in the paragraph. Accurate and
complete summaries in turn contained a combination of the most important main ideas in
the passage (Winograd, 1984). Finally, only the most essential information was included
in a high quality summary. Trivial and redundant information and topics that could be
subsumed should not be included (Brown & Day, 1983; Rinehart et al., 1986).
A research assistant scored participants’ oral summaries. A scoring procedure was
created for training purposes (see Appendix M). Initially, when scoring, the research
assistant recorded all of the key words or phrases mentioned in the participant’s
summary. Using the summary evaluation scoring form key, the assistant marked all key
words and phrases identified by the participant that were considered most important for
the summary to be both accurate and complete. Participants were awarded one point for
each of the most important key words or phrases identified.
Though Kintsch’s (1998) C-I framework informed the study in designing the
components of the summary evaluation, Rogevich and Perin’s (2008) scoring rubric,
which incorporated a rating scale, informed the rating system designed for scoring the
summary components generated in the oral summaries. The participant first received 1
point for each most important key word or phrase that s/he identified in the oral
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summary. To continue scoring the summary, the research assistant awarded participants
with 0, 1, 2, or 3 points depending on the accuracy and completeness per remaining
summary components (e.g., big idea topic, main ideas, etc.). A score of NR indicated no
response. A score of 0 indicated an incorrect response for a given component. A score of
1 indicated a partially correct response, a score of 2 indicated a mostly correct response,
while a score of 3 indicated a correct and complete response that included the main idea
and a supporting detail and the most important key words or phrases or closely related
terms. For example, for the passage describing the dangers of climbing Mount Everest, if
a participant stated “Mount Everest” as the big idea topic instead of including “the
dangers of climbing” or a related phrase or sentence, the participant would score a 1. To
score a 3, the participant needed to identify the complete big idea topic of the passage.
Similarly, the main ideas included in the summary were scored using the same scale.
Finally, if a participant only included essential information in the summary, a score of 3
was added to the total points. If some information that is nonessential but text-based was
included, then a score of 2 was awarded for the only essential information component. A
score of 1 was awarded if the majority of the information included in the main ideas was
not text-based. If the participant included opinion-based information or prior background
knowledge or does not reduce the summary to a paragraph, a score of 0 was awarded for
the only essential information component. The total points were then calculated. The lead
researcher and research assistant calculated the total points possible per summary prior to
beginning the study. The total points the participant earned was then divided by the total
points possible and multiplied by 100 to derive a percentage score. The percentage score
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was recorded per passage read during the assessment sessions.
Summarization guide. The lead researcher modeled the use of the
summarization guide throughout instructional sessions during the treatment phase.
Participants independently completed a summarization guide while reading a novel
passage during assessment sessions, which was then scored as a dependent measure. The
summarization guide, which was a written product, allowed the research team to evaluate
the process the participant used to generate the oral summary.
The research team scored the summarization guide by awarding points for written
identification of the big idea topic, key words or phrases, and location or generation of a
main idea sentence per paragraph. Participants earned one point each for identification of
the most important key words or phrases per paragraph. The number of key words or
phrases varied across passages, but captured the most important information about what
is happening in the paragraph. One main idea sentence was located or generated per
paragraph in the passage.
Evaluation of the big idea topic and the main idea sentences was identical to the
oral summary evaluation, but was written on the summarization guide. The scale ranged
from 0 to 3 with NR indicating no response given: (a) 0 indicated an incorrect response,
(b) 1 indicated a partially correct response, (c) 2 indicated a mostly correct response, and
(d) 3 indicated a complete and correct response that included the main idea and a
supporting detail and the most important key words and phrases or closely related terms.
Main idea and summarization knowledge test. The researcher-developed main
idea and summarization knowledge test was used (a) as a pretest before the introductory
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training sessions, (b) following the two introductory sessions, and (c) following the
treatment phase. This measure demonstrated participants’ knowledge about the constructs
being measured as well as their understanding of main ideas and summarization across
time. It was a brief, 10-item test that included a combination of both open and closed
items (see Appendix N). The open item questions required participants to generate
definitions of the major reading comprehension terms used in the study (i.e., main idea
and summarization). For the closed items, a brief, 3 to 5 sentence paragraph was
provided. Participants were required to locate the best main idea sentence from four given
options—one correct answer with three distractors. Closed items for summarization were
similar. Because this measure was given three times during the study, alternate versions
of the measure were developed. (Please note the research team did not conduct reliability
or validity estimates of this measure. However, members of the research team
individually completed each version of the test and edits among some of the closed item
options were made to improve clarity.)
Prior to scoring, the research team created a key to use for scoring each of the
main idea and summarization knowledge tests. The lead researcher scored participants’
main idea and summarization knowledge test. The measures were scored by indicating a
1 for a correct answer and a 0 for an incorrect answer. Half credit was awarded for
partially correct answers on the open item questions. The total points were combined and
divided by the total number of points possible. The score was multiplied by 100 to derive
a percentage score. Participants’ scores were recorded.
Background knowledge self-report measure. This participant self-report
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measure assessed background knowledge per topic of passages in assessment sessions.
Because topics varied across passages, the background knowledge self-report measure
was used to explain possible variation in participant effects within phases. The lead
researcher asked participants to (1) rate themselves on the familiarity of the topic (Likert
scale 1-5) and (2) describe their depth of knowledge of the topic (see Appendix O). The
participant self-reported his/her familiarity of the passage topic by indicating a number on
the scale (1-5) that best described his/her knowledge—a self-report of a 1 indicated that
the participant does not remember hearing anything about the topic before, whereas a
self-report of a 5 indicated that the topic is of great interest and s/he has read, studied, and
participated in a discussion about this topic at home or at school several times. The
participant then indicated their depth of knowledge of the topic by describing to the lead
researcher what s/he knew about the topic.

Secondary Dependent Variable
The secondary dependent variable included two dependent measures used to
evaluate participants’ improved reading comprehension of higher-level expository text
(9th to 10th grade-level passages/ Lexile® levels within an approximate range of 940L to
1165L). The dependent variables were identical to those used to answer the primary
research question: (a) participant generated oral summaries and (b) summarization
guides, but were evaluated using higher-level text.

Self-Efficacy Measure
The lead researcher administered a reading self-efficacy measure to provide
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information about the level of mastery the participant’s felt that they achieved during the
study (see Appendix B; Bandura, 2006). Participants rated their confidence levels in
performing certain reading tasks (i.e., How confident are you in your ability to summarize
a reading passage?). The measure was administered before the study began, as well as at
the conclusion of the study.

Social Validity Measure
At the conclusion of the intervention, the lead researcher also administered a
social validity measure to determine the level of participants’ perceived success using
summarization to improve comprehension and to improve reading across participants’
currently enrolled high school classes (Kennedy, 1992). The social validity measure was
a 10-question researcher-developed measure based on previously created measures for
reading intervention studies and single case design studies (see Appendix P; Jitendra et
al., 1998; Mastropieri et al., 2001; J. R. Nelson et al., 1992).
Using a 5-point Likert scale (e.g., strongly disagree to strongly agree),
participants indicated their level of agreement or disagreement with survey statements.
Statements addressed the following: (a) summarization as a way to improve reading
comprehension, (b) knowledge about main ideas and summarization, (c) locating and
generating main ideas, (d) generating summaries, (e) overall satisfaction with learning
about summarization, and (f) future use of summarization.
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Independent Variable
The independent variable was explicit main idea and summarization instruction
aimed to improve reading comprehension of expository text. The lead researcher served
as the instructor and used a gradual release of responsibility model to deliver instruction
(P. D. Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). Thus, lessons included modeling, guided practice,
and feedback prior to independent practice, an instructional routine that has been
demonstrated to be beneficial to improve reading comprehension skills for students with
reading difficulties (Fisher & Frey, 2013; Gersten et al., 2001; Scruggs et al., 2010).
During the treatment phase of the study, the lead researcher explicitly taught participants
to read expository text for understanding by (a) generating the big idea topic of a passage,
(b) identifying key words or phrases, (c) locating or generating main ideas, and (d)
generating an oral summary. Participants logged essential information on a
summarization guide. Lessons had three main components: (a) before reading activities,
(b) during reading activities, and (c) after reading activities. Lessons included think-aloud
protocols to support teacher modeling and treatment integrity (see Appendix G).

Experimental Design
The lead researcher of the proposed study implemented a multiple-probe design
across participants (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007) to answer the three research
questions. This single-case design (SCD) allowed the researcher to “determine whether a
causal relation (i.e., functional relations) existed between the introduction of a researchermanipulated independent variable (i.e., intervention) and change in a dependent (i.e.,
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outcome) variable” (Kratochwill et al., 2010, p. 2). The conditions were as follows:
baseline, introductory training, treatment main idea and summarization instruction, and
maintenance, see Table 6. Generalization probes were administered throughout the study.
This was the most appropriate design to answer the research question because the
intervention was implemented across a small, very specific group of participants
(Kratochwill et al., 2013).

Procedures
Baseline Condition
Sessions during baseline consisted of traditional activities participants engaged in
during ELA, reading class, or study skills across the baseline and maintenance phases—
25 to 30 min for traditional ELA activities and up to 25 min for the assessment session.
However, during baseline, participants spent no more than 10 min on the assessment
activities. Traditional ELA or reading class activities included the day-to-day instruction
designed and led by the classroom teacher. The teacher generally began the class with a
bell-ringer to review previously learned material. Participants engaged in reading
narrative or expository text, grammar work, writing, or other teacher designated ELA.
Table 6
Study Timeline with Sessions per Phase
Phase

Gate

BL

MISKT

I-Train

MISKT

Tx

MISKT

Main

Assess

2

5-6 (P)

1

none

1-2

7 to 9 (P)

1

2 (P)

Tx
none
none
none
2-3
none
7 to 9
none
none
Note. Assess = Assessment; P = Generalization Probe; Gate = Gating; BL = Baseline; MISKT = Main Idea
& Summarization Knowledge Test; I-Train = Introductory Training; Tx = Treatment; Main = Maintenance.

assignments.
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Grouping varied from whole class instruction to independent work and was decided by
the classroom teacher. Reading class activities generally included vocabulary instruction
followed by a read-aloud, while students followed along, by the classroom teacher of a
high-interest novel. Following 25 to 30 min of traditional instruction, the lead researcher
conducted an assessment session for the identified participant(s). On some occasions, the
assessment session was conducted before the participants participated in traditional
instruction. The participants were trained on how to use the recording device prior to the
administration of the first baseline measure.
The lead researcher implemented the following procedure per baseline assessment
session. First, the researcher presented the passage selected. The researcher first
administered the background knowledge self-report questions aloud. Then, the researcher
asked the participant to independently read and generate an oral summary using the
recording device. The participant was provided unlimited time to read the passage,
complete the summarization guide, and generate an oral summary. However, most
participants completed the baseline measure in less than 10 min. A script was developed
to promote consistency of the administration of the measure (see Appendix Q).
Passages for baseline conditions were pseudo-randomly selected and participants
were administered passages from each of the coded Lexile levels: (a) easiest (lowest
Lexile® range: 820L to 970L), (b) moderate (middle Lexile® range: 860L to 1010L), and
(c) hardest (highest Lexile® range: 910 to 1060L). Passages from each of the three genre
categories (science, social studies, and humanities) were represented during baseline as
well.
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Baseline measures were administered 1 to 3 times a week. The lead researcher
administered two baseline measures during the first week of the study to all four
participants. Kenny, who scored the lowest on the first two baseline measures was
identified as participant 1. The lead researcher administered a third baseline assessment
to Kenny. An additional baseline measure was administered to all participants during the
second week of the study. Once Kenny demonstrated a descending and stable trend with
five data points in baseline, the lead researcher implemented the introductory training
sessions. Once participant 1 entered the introductory training sessions, the other
participants remained in baseline. In the following weeks, the lead researcher
administered additional baseline measures as required to the other participants before
each began the treatment sessions. Decisions made to enter participants into treatment
were determined through visual analysis.

Introductory Training Sessions
The lead researcher conducted at least two introductory training sessions per
participant individually following the baseline phase. The purpose of the first
introductory training session (see Appendix R) was to train the participants in the
terminology and the instructional routine that was used in the treatment lessons. The lead
researcher introduced the overall purpose and importance of learning how to summarize,
the terminology (e.g., big idea topic, key words or phrases, main idea, and summary), and
the definitions necessary for understanding how to generate a summary. The participants
learned how to identify the big idea topic of passages as well and practiced generating big
idea topics. The purpose of the second introductory session (see Appendix S) was to
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continue terminology instruction and to train the participants in how to generate an
accurate and complete summary. The lead researcher trained participants to identify and
locate model main idea sentences and summaries and generate one model main idea
sentence and one model summary. Participants examined example model summaries and
determined what essential information should be included in an accurate summary and
what constituted non-essential information that should be excluded. The two introductory
training sessions lasted approximately 30 to 35 min each. Sample teacher talk for
summarization and main idea instruction is provided within the introductory lesson plans.
Each participant needed to demonstrate mastery (70% or higher) on the main idea
and summarization knowledge test following the two introductory sessions before
beginning the treatment phase. This measure served as a curriculum-based measure
(CBM), and provided feedback to the research team to determine if the participant needed
further instruction before entering the treatment phase of the study. For example, because
Participant 1 scored lower than 70% after the introductory sessions, a follow up session
was conducted before beginning the treatment phase.
Following the two introductory sessions and the participant’s demonstration of
mastery, the lead researcher began implementing treatment for the first participant. The
participant previously demonstrated a stable or descending trend during the baseline
phase prior to the two introductory training sessions.

Treatment
The lead researcher conducted sessions generally every Tuesday, Wednesday, and
Thursday of each week during a 3-month period. Days of lessons were adjusted based on
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the school schedule and the participant’s availability. Lesson sessions 1-3 were
approximately 25 to 30 min in length and were conducted during the first half of the ELA
class or reading class. Fading of instructional time began on session 4 and continued for
the remainder of sessions offered during treatment. Faded lessons ranged from 10-15 min
and focused on areas where participants needed additional instruction or practice.
Lessons were designed to incorporate the gradual release of responsibility model
throughout lesson activities (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). The passages used during
treatment were 6 to 8 grade-level band passages (Lexile® range 820L to 1060L) as
described in the baseline condition. The treatment session one lesson plan is a model
lesson plan (see Appendix T) to explicitly teach main idea and summarization. The model
lesson was designed, implemented, and revised during a pilot study with students with
reading difficulties in an AHS in spring 2017. Following the initial three lessons, a lesson
adaptation per passage (e.g., increased opportunities to respond) was made in response to
each participants’ performance on the assessment measure, although all lessons were
designed to include features of intensive instruction, e.g., explicit instruction with
modeling, corrective feedback, and praise.
Before reading activities. The before reading activities ranged from
approximately 3 to 7 min in length. The lead researcher followed the before reading
procedure identified in the lesson plan template (see Appendix G). The lead researcher
(a) reviewed the importance of learning about summarization, (b) guided the participant
in a review of the terms presented in the introductory lesson, (c) reminded the participant
of the meaning of the terms that will be used during instruction, and (d) stated the
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purpose of the lesson. The lead researcher explained to the participant that the purpose of
the lesson was to learn how to generate a big idea topic, identify key words or phrases,
locate a main idea sentence per paragraph, and generate an accurate and complete
summary with the essential information from the text.
The lead researcher then presented the instructional passage and the
summarization guide to the participant. Following the before reading procedure outlined
above, the lead researcher read the title of the passage and drew attention to the visual
provided at the top of the page and asked the participant to write that information on the
summarization guide. For example, for the passage “A Trip to the Top” the researcher
and the participant wrote “A Trip to the Top” in the area designated title on the
summarization guide and after examining the visual, wrote “Climbing Mount Everest” in
the area on the summarization guide designated big idea topic. Sample teacher talk to
introduce the passage was provided in the lesson plan template and model lesson plan
(see Appendices G and T). The lead researcher then began during reading activities for
the passage.
During reading activities. The lead researcher explained the process to be used
during reading. Sample teacher talk was provided (see Appendix G). Because initial
during reading activities were researcher-led, the researcher implemented a model for the
first paragraph in the passage and followed the during reading activities procedure (see
Appendix G). The researcher (a) read the first paragraph aloud, (b) identified and
highlighted key words or phrases, (c) determined if all of the key words or phrases were
essential and had a supporting detail within the paragraph, (d) wrote the most important
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key words or phrases on the summarization guide, (e) used the key words or phrases to
locate or generate a main idea sentence, and (f) wrote the main idea sentence on the
summarization guide. (Please note: adjustments in the procedural order were made
depending on the passage used. For example, the lead researcher may need to adjust the
instructional sequence to locate the supporting details for the main ideas in place of
locating supporting details for the key words or phrases.)
For the second paragraph, the lead researcher used a guided practice approach to
implement the procedural tasks. The researcher first asked the participant to point to the
beginning of the second paragraph. The following procedure then took place. The
researcher prompted the participant to (a) chorally read the second paragraph with the
researcher, (b) identified/highlighted the most important key words or phrases, (c)
determined if all of the key words or phrases are essential and have a supporting detail
within the paragraph, (d) wrote the most important key words and phrase on the
summarization guide, (e) used the key words or phrases to locate or generate a main idea
sentence, and (f) wrote the main idea sentence on the summarization guide. Praise and,
when necessary, corrective feedback was provided to the participant following each step
in the procedure. If the participant was unable to perform any of the procedural steps with
a prompt, the researcher provided a model for that step. For all remaining steps, the
researcher began the next procedural step with a prompt and if the participant was unable
to complete the step with support, the researcher modeled the step.
For the third and possibly fourth paragraph in the passage, the participant engaged
in independent practice with researcher support. First, the participant read aloud
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independently. The researcher then asked the participant to perform the procedure that
was previously modeled and practiced in the preceding paragraphs: (a) read the paragraph
aloud, (b) identified/highlighted the most important key words or phrases, (c) determined
if all of the key words or phrases are essential and had a supporting detail within the
paragraph, (d) wrote the most important key words and phrase on the summarization
guide, (e) used the key words and phrases to locate or generate a main idea sentence, and
(f) wrote the main idea sentence on the summarization guide.
If the participant read a word incorrectly, the researcher implemented an error
correction procedure. The researcher stopped the participant and modeled reading the
word aloud and asked the participant to read the sentence again correctly. For example, if
the participant read “ambits” for the word “ambitious,” the researcher would say, “stop,
the word is ambitious. Now what is the word? Yes, ambitious is right. Please read the
sentence again.” The participant then read the sentence again correctly and continued
reading the rest of the paragraph. If the participant read more than five words incorrectly,
the researcher chorally read the paragraph with the participant. The participant was also
encouraged to think-aloud as s/he made decisions about the key words or phrases and the
main idea that is located in each paragraph. Praise and, when necessary, corrective
feedback was provided to the participant following each step in the procedure. After the
researcher model read paragraph one, prompts and models were provided only as needed
when reading the remaining paragraphs.
After reading activities. Following reading the entire passage using a gradual
release model, the lead researcher modeled how to evaluate the accuracy of the big idea
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topic generated before reading the passage. For example, by editing the big idea topic
from “Climbing Mount Everest” to “The Dangers of Climbing Mount Everest,” the big
idea topic represented the macrostructure of the text, or the text’s whole meaning.
The researcher modeled an oral summary following the structure presented on the
summarization guide, which served as a prompt during instructional and assessment
sessions. The researcher generated an accurate and complete oral summary by (a)
generating a statement about the big idea topic of the passage, (b) combining the most
important key phrases and main ideas in a logical way, (c) including details that support
the most important main ideas, and (e) only including essential information. After
modeling, the researcher asked the participant to generate an oral summary using the
same information from the passage and the outline of the structure on the summarization
guide. This is designed to help the participant practice and feel comfortable summarizing
the passage orally because this will most likely be a new experience for the participant.

Assessment Sessions
An assessment session was conducted immediately following every treatment
session during the study. Passages selected for assessment during the treatment phase
were pseudo-randomly selected passages from each of the coded Lexile® levels: (a)
easiest (lowest Lexile® range: 820L to 900L), (b) moderate (middle Lexile® range: 900L
to 980), and (c) hardest (highest Lexile® range: 980 to 1060L). Passages from each of the
three genre categories (science, social studies, and humanities) were represented in each
of the three Lexile® level categories.
After the participant wrote the title of the passage and viewed the visual included,
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the lead researcher administered the background knowledge self-report measure aloud.
Participants then completed the three-step process independently per passage.
Participants (a) read the passage, (b) identified and recorded information on the
summarization guide, and (c) generated an accurate and complete oral summary using the
recording device. The lead researcher did not give prompts or immediate feedback during
the assessment sessions. The participant could use both the summarization guide and the
passage while generating the oral summary. Participants were provided as much time as
needed to read a novel passage and complete the assessment activities.
During the treatment phase, the research team visually analyzed level changes and
the effects of the treatment for Participant 1. The participant demonstrated a minimum of
three data points that indicated a change of level with a stable or increasing trend in
accurate and complete summaries. Treatment effects were demonstrated for Participant 1
prior to Participant 2 beginning treatment.

Maintenance
Two maintenance sessions that ranged from 17 to 35 min. were implemented
following the treatment phase. The lead researcher aimed to conduct maintenance
sessions weekly after participants demonstrated effects during the treatment phase. The
maintenance sessions generally only included assessment activities unless it was
determined that a short booster session was necessary. The lead researcher presented
participants with a passage that was between a sixth- to eighth-grade level with a Lexile®
range between 820L to 1060L. Passages were pseudo-randomly selected based on the
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three Lexile® categories with passages from the three types of genres (science, social
studies, and humanities).
Participants wrote the title of the passage on the summarization guide. After the
researcher administered the background knowledge self-report measure, participants (a)
read the passage, (b) completed the summarization guide, and (c) generated and recorded
an oral summary. The summarization guide and the passage were available for
participants to use while recording their oral summary.

Generalization Probes
Generalization probes using a higher-level text were administered during each
phase of the study. The passages selected were within a 9 to 10 grade level band with an
approximate Lexile® range between 940L to 1165L. Though the passages were at a more
difficult reading level than the passages used for instruction and assessment sessions, the
grade level of the passages is still lower than one of the three participant’s expected grade
level reading. Given that the range of the hardest passages in the 6 to 8 grade band used to
answer the primary research question were between a Lexile® range of 980 to 1060, the
lead researcher elected to use passages above the 1100 Lexile® level to reduce the
overlap between the two bands. The final passage administered (i.e., The Journey West)
following the maintenance probes was designated to be at a Lexile® level of 1190,
slightly above the band defined. However, the passage was assigned to be a 9 to 10 grade
level passage (Hock, 2017). Furthermore, participants in the study demonstrated in the
gating procedure that they could decode and understand passages in a slightly higher
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band than anticipated.
Participants completed one generalization probe during the third baseline
assessment session. During treatment, the lead researcher administered a generalization
probe after participants demonstrated effects within a 6 to 8 grade level band with a
Lexile® range between 820L to 1060L. Participants received the final generalization
probe at the end of the maintenance phase.
The lead researcher followed the same procedure during the administration of the
generalization probes as during the standard assessment sessions. After the participant
wrote the title of the passage, the researcher administered the background knowledge
self-report measure. The participant then (a) read the passage, (b) completed the SG, and
(c) generated and recorded an oral summary. Participants were provided as much time as
needed to complete the tasks, though most participants completed the assessment
measure in approximately 30 min.

Interobserver Agreement
Interobserver agreement (IOA) was calculated separately for two dependent
variables: (a) summarization guides and (b) oral summaries. Summarization guides and
summaries completed from AHS students who participated in a pilot study conducted
during the 2016-2017 academic school year were provided for training purposes. The
lead researcher trained two research assistants to score the measures using the training
materials and used point-by-point IOA by dividing the agreements by the total number of
agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100 to report a percent.
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Training
Because the scoring procedures are somewhat complex for the summarization
guides and the summaries, the research assistants obtained IOA before beginning the
study. The lead researcher conducted an initial meeting to explain scoring procedures for
the summarization guide (see Appendix M). The research team scored a summarization
guide and then met again to discuss agreements and disagreements until consensus was
established. An agreement was defined as the scorers consensually awarding or not
awarding a point for a given response. Disagreements were defined as any answer or
response scored differently by individual members of the team. This process was
continued a total of three times; each member of the team scored a summarization guide
and then the team met to discuss agreements and disagreements. The lead researcher then
conducted a meeting to explain scoring procedures for the oral summary (see Appendix
M). The research team scored a summary, met to discuss agreements and disagreements
until consensus was established, and then scored an additional summary. This process
was repeated twice.

Scoring
The mean IOA for the summarization guide score after training was 81% with a
range of 67% to 100%. The low score of 67% was due to an error in calculating a
paragraph score when the participant skipped a paragraph. This type of error was
discussed and consensus was reached on how to score a given response for a paragraph if
this type of error was demonstrated in the future.
The mean IOA for the summary scores after training was 78% with a range of
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69% to 100%. The IOA for three of the summary scores was over 80%; thus, the research
team determined that it was sufficient enough to move forward. Additional IOA scores
were calculated for the summarization guide and oral summary measures during each
phase of the study across all participants.

IOA: During the Study
Following the conclusion of every administration of the assessment sessions, one
of two research assistants scored the summarization guide and the oral summary. An
answer key was used to score the summarization guides. The research assistants used
blank summary evaluation scoring forms and gold-standard oral summary keys to score
oral summaries. The two research assistants randomly alternated scoring participant
measures with each assistant scoring approximately 50% of the measures across
participants and phases of the study. The research assistants were blind to participants’
phases during scoring.
In addition, IOA was collected on at least 20% of sessions for the two primary
dependent variables across all conditions, raters, and participants with inter-rater
agreement at or above 80%. Two research assistants independently scored at least 20% of
the measures. The mean IOA for the summarization guide was 92% (Bsl M = 97%; Tx M
= 90%; Main M = 88%). The mean IOA for the oral summary measure was 86%% (Bsl
M = 86%; Tx M = 86%; Main M = 85%). See Appendix U for detailed IOA calculations.

Treatment Fidelity
Assessing treatment fidelity is important for understanding how the treatment
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implementation can affect outcomes; this may in turn increase confidence that observed
outcomes can be attributed to the treatment (Gersten et al., 2005; O’Donnell, 2008). The
research team developed a fidelity checklist to evaluate the extent to which the lead
researcher implemented the intervention components following the instructional sequence
as prescribed in the lesson plans (adherence) and to evaluate the quality of instructional
delivery (process) across participants (see Appendix L). The fidelity of implementation
checklist included both the quantity and quality of the instruction for before, during, and
after reading activities.

Training
The lead researcher provided a one-hour training session, prior to baseline, to the
research assistant using training materials. The research assistant listened to a prerecorded instructional session performed by the lead researcher while completing the
fidelity of implementation checklist. The lead researcher also completed the fidelity
checklist while listening to the recording. Disagreements were discussed and consensus
was reached. The research assistant listened to a second instructional lesson and
completed the fidelity of implementation checklist. Another member of the research team
also listened to the session and completed the fidelity checklist. The process was repeated
a third time and reliability was calculated. Reliability of 88% was reached between the
research assistant and the lead researcher.

Observed Lessons
The research assistant was randomly assigned to complete fidelity checklists for

103
30% of the sessions across participants in the treatment phase of the study. Because the
entire instructional sequence for the independent variable was only delivered 3 times for
30-35 min per participant, the primary research assistant conducted fidelity checks for
one session per participant. The mean fidelity of implementation for the instructional
sequence as prescribed in the lesson plans (adherence) across participants was 95% and
the mean fidelity to evaluate the quality of instructional delivery (process) across
participants was also 96%. See Appendix V for detailed scores per lesson.

Scoring
The research assistant calculated treatment fidelity by dividing the number of
instructional steps correctly implemented (adherence) by the total number of instructional
steps and multiplying by 100 per section of instruction (before reading, during reading,
and after reading). The research assistant then calculated the overall implementation
across the whole lesson and calculated the quality of instructional delivery (process) by
adding the quality score observed in each section of the lesson (before reading, during
reading, and after reading) by the total quality score possible and multiplying by 100. A
percentage score was reported for adherence to the instructional sequence and the quality
of the instruction per session observed. Fidelity of implementation scores for the lead
researcher was above 95% for all observed lessons.

Data Analysis
The lead researcher with assistance from the research team visually analyzed
level, trend, variability, immediacy of the effects, overlap among data points, and
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consistency of data across participants to determine the effectiveness of the intervention
and the functional relationship between the variables (Cooper et al., 2007; Kratochwill et
al., 2013). In other words, if baseline trends were stable or showed a descending trend,
and there is an immediate change in level once the independent variable is applied and
that level remains stable or shows an ascending trend, and that is replicated across
participants, then that demonstrates a functional relationship. Visual analysis was the
primary indicator used to analyze the effects of the treatment as is standard in single-case
design. Median percentage scores were also used to examine effects. Furthermore, some
single-case design researchers propose using nonoverlap effect-size indices to examine
data overlap between phases (Alber-Morgan, Ramp, Anderson, & Martin, 2007; Parker,
Vannest, & Davis, 2011). Tau-U is a technique that allows researchers to analyze data to
generate an effect size estimate based on the differences between each participant’s
baseline and treatment scores (Parker, Vannest, & Davis, 2011). Nonoverlap indices are
a preferred method to estimate effects when compared to mean and median level shifts
because they are more robust when data sets contain outliers (Parker, Vannest, Davis, &
Sauber, 2011). Thus, the research team generated and reported Tau-U to examine the
relationship between the independent and dependent variables. Important to note, the lead
researcher did not control for baseline trend when generating the calculations because
baseline phases across participants did not demonstrate an increasing trend (Parker,
Vannest, Davis, & Sauber, 2011). Guidelines reported from Parker, Vannest, and Davis
(2011) were referenced to interpret the Tau-U effect sizes (weak = 0 - 0.65; moderate =
0.66 - 0.92; large = 0.93 - 1.00).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to measure the efficacy of explicit instruction in
main ideas and summarization to improve reading comprehension of expository text for
AHS students. Three participants, Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender, completed the study.
The fourth participant, Challenger, did not complete the study. Challenger only
completed 10 baseline measures because she did not demonstrate stable and/or
descending baseline scores; thus, she did not enter treatment.
The findings for the three research questions answered in this intervention
research study are presented. First, results are reported for the participant’s primary
reading comprehension outcomes as percentage scores of the participant’s accurate and
complete oral summary for below grade-level expository text compared to gold standard
researcher-developed summaries. Next, the participant’s percent of accurate big idea
topics, key words or phrases, and main idea sentences for below grade-level expository
text written on the summarization guide are reported. Following the report of the scores
for the primary research question, maintenance scores are reported for the oral summaries
and the summarization guides. Second, results are reported for the participant’s accuracy
of main idea and summarization definitions and identification of high quality models of
main ideas and summaries measured on the main idea and summarization knowledge test
administered prior to the introductory sessions, after the introductory training sessions,
and post treatment sessions, which was conducted immediately following the final
treatment session during the next instructional session. Third, results are reported for the
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participant’s secondary reading comprehension outcomes on a generalization probe
administered one time per phase (i.e., baseline, treatment, maintenance) as a percentage
score of the participant’s accurate and complete oral summary for higher level expository
text compared to gold standard researcher-developed summaries of the text. Then, the
text variables and the participant’s self-report scores of their background knowledge for
below grade-level expository text and higher-level expository text are reported. Finally,
results are reported for the participant’s self-efficacy, or the perceived mastery level of
the skills taught, and the social validity of the intervention.

Performance on Oral Summary Measure for Below
Grade-Level Expository Text
The participant’s performance on the oral summary measure with below gradelevel text is presented in Figure 2 and the participant’s performance on the summarization
guide with below grade-level text is presented in Figure 3 as the findings to answer the
primary research question 1:
1. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase reading comprehension of below grade-level expository text (6th to 8th

grade-level passages/Lexile® levels within a range of 820L to 1060L) for
students with reading difficulties attending an alternative high school as
measured by (a) accurate and complete oral summaries, and (b) generation of
big idea topics, identification of key words or phrases, and generation of main
idea sentences?
Kenny’s oral summary scores during baseline were variable (Mdn = 22%; Bsl
Range = 12% to 44%). Overall, she demonstrated a decreasing trend. Kenny’s first oral
summary score (60%) during treatment demonstrated an immediate change of level.
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Figure 2. The oral summary percentage scores for Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender. *
denotes 10 min booster sessions for Kenny. Open circle denotes faded instructional
sessions.
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Open Symbols: Faded Lessons
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Figure 3. The summarization guide percentage scores for Kenny, Andrew, and
Airbender. * denotes booster sessions for Kenny. Open circle denotes faded instructional
sessions.
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Aside from one data point, Kenny’s scores indicated an overall increasing trend and a
moderate change in level (Mdn = 57%; Tx Range = 34% to 73%). Five out of seven
scores during treatment were higher than her highest baseline score. A moderate
estimated effect size (Tau-U = 0.83; see Table 7) was found for the difference in Kenny’s
oral summary percentage scores between baseline and treatment.
Andrew’s baseline scores for oral summaries were variable (Mdn = 25%; Bsl
Range = 5% to 39%). During treatment, Andrew’s scores ranged from 26% to 68% with
a median score of 49%. His lowest oral summary score (26%) was on the initial treatment
probe and it overlapped with two other baseline scores (38%; 39%). The second
treatment session score (68%) indicated an immediate effect. A slight ascending trend
was present during treatment sessions and the change of level was moderate. A moderate
estimated effect size (Tau-U = 0.90) was found for the difference in oral summary scores
between baseline and treatment.
Airbender demonstrated baseline scores that were relatively stable (Mdn = 40.5%;
Bsl Range = 27% to 56%). During treatment, Airbender showed a moderate change in
Table 7
Tau-U: Oral Summary Scores—Estimated Effect Size Results
Baseline
───────────
Participants

Treatment
───────────

Tau-U

M

SD

M

SD

p value

90% CI

Kenny

0.83

26.60

12.32

54.29

12.88

0.0185

[0.25, 1]

Andrew

0.90

23.67

12.59

47.57

12.01

0.0066

[0.36, 1]

Airbender

0.94

40.83

9.65

62.22

6.52

0.0027

[0.43, 1]

0

[0.58, 1]

Combined
0.89
NA
NA
Note. M = Mean; SD = standard deviation; CI = confidence interval.
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level on his first oral summary score (61%). However, Airbender’s treatment scores
demonstrated an increasing trend overall (Mdn = 61%; Tx Range = 52% to 76%). Only
two of his treatment scores (52%, 56%) overlapped with his highest baseline score
(56%). A large estimated effect size (Tau-U = 0.94) was found for the difference in oral
summary percentage scores between baseline and treatment.
Comparatively, Kenny and Andrew demonstrated similar baseline median scores
(Mdn = 22%; Mdn = 25%, respectively). Airbender’s median score in baseline (Mdn =
41%) was more than 15% higher than both Kenny’s and Andrew’s baseline median
scores. Airbender scored the highest score (76%) during treatment and Andrew scored
the lowest score (26%) during treatment. Median scores for all participants in treatment
ranged from 49% to 66%.

Performance on Summarization Guide Measure for Below
Grade-Level Expository Text
The participant’s results on the summarization guide measure are reported in
Figure 3. Kenny’s summarization guide scores during baseline demonstrated a decreasing
trend (Mdn = 19%; Bsl Range = 9% to 24%) when compared to the other two
participants. During treatment, Kenny’s scores demonstrated an overall increasing trend
(Mdn = 58%; Tx Range = 22% to 85%). Two summarization guide percentage scores
(22%; 48%) overlapped with Kenny’s baseline scores (22%; 48%). A moderate estimated
effect size (Tau-U = 0.91, see Table 8) was found for the difference between baseline and
treatment in Kenny’s summarization guide percentage scores. See Table 8 for further
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Table 8
Tau-U: Summarization Guide Scores—Estimated Effect Size Results
Baseline
───────────
Participants

Treatment
───────────

Tau-U

M

SD

M

SD

p value

90% CI

Kenny

0.91

15.82

8.56

57.86

18.50

0.0118

[0.31, 1]

Andrew

1.00

5.18

12.59

49.14

12.01

0.0027

[0.45, 1]

Airbender

1.00

29.50

12.55

63.33

7.23

0.0015

[0.48, 1]

Combined

0.97

NA

0

[0.64, 1]

NA

details regarding the participant’s baseline and treatment mean and standard deviation
scores, p value’s, and confidence intervals.
During baseline, Andrew’s summarization guide scores were stable (Mdn = 5%;
Bsl Range = .03% to 14%). Andrew’s scores during treatment demonstrated an overall
immediate effect, increasing trend, and change of level (Tx Range = 30% to 63%).
Andrew’s median score during treatment was 48%, which was a 44% increase when
compared with his baseline median score. A large estimated effect size (Tau-U = 1.00)
was found for the difference between baseline and treatment when comparing Andrew’s
summarization guide percentage scores (see Table 8).
Airbender demonstrated a decreasing and stable trend on the summarization guide
percentage scores during baseline (Mdn = 26%; Bsl Range = 18% to 48%). During
treatment, Airbender showed an overall change of level, an immediate effect, and an
increasing trend (Mdn = 66%; Tx Range = 52% to 73%). A large estimated effect size
(Tau-U = 1.00) was found for the difference between baseline and treatment in the
summarization guide percentage scores (see Table 8).
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Comparatively, Airbender’s median baseline score (Mdn = 26%) was higher than
Kenny’s median baseline score (Mdn = 19%) and Andrew’s median baseline score (Mdn
= 5%). While Andrew demonstrated the largest percent increase when comparing his
median baseline percentage score to his median treatment percentage score (44%), Kenny
earned the highest score (85%) on a summarization guide during treatment. Airbender’s
median score in treatment (Mdn = 66%) was higher than both Kenny’s (Mdn = 59%) and
Andrew’s (Mdn = 48%). All calculated effect sizes were in the moderate to large range
(Tau-U = 0.91 to 1.00).

Maintenance Phase: Oral Summary and Summarization Guide
The lead researcher administered two maintenance measures to each participant
following the completion of the treatment phase. The initial maintenance measure was
administered one week (5 to 8 school days) after the last treatment session. Participants
were not provided any type of instructional session prior to taking the measure. The lead
researcher administered the second maintenance measure approximately 1-3 weeks (5 to
18 school days) following the initial maintenance measure.
For the initial maintenance measure, which was 5 school days following her last
treatment session, Kenny scored 47% on the oral summary (see Figure 2) and 59% on the
summarization guide (see Figure 3). Because this was a significant drop in both her oral
summary and summarization guide percentage scores, when compared to her scores in
the final treatment session, the lead researcher provided her with a 10-min instructional
booster session prior to the administration of the second maintenance measure. Kenny
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scored 46% on the oral summary measure and 36% on the summarization guide on her
second maintenance measure.
The lead researcher administered the first maintenance measure to Andrew 8
school days following his last treatment session. Andrew scored 61% on the oral
summary measure and 70% on the summarization guide for the initial measure. Because
this was an increase in his score compared to his last treatment session, the lead
researcher administered the second maintenance measure without an instructional booster
session. Andrew scored 69% on the oral summary and 74% on the summarization guide
on the second maintenance measure, which was administered 5 school days following his
first maintenance measure.
Airbender scored 67% on the oral summary and 58% on the summarization guide
for the initial maintenance measure administered 5 days after his last treatment session.
The lead researcher administered the second maintenance measure 7 school days after his
initial administration of a maintenance measure. He scored 70% on the oral summary and
67% on the summarization guide. No booster sessions were provided.

Performance on Main Idea and Summarization Knowledge Test
The participant’s performance on the main idea and summarization knowledge
test is presented in Figure 2 as the findings to answer the primary research question 2:
2. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase (a) accuracy of main idea and summarization definitions, and (b)
identification of high quality models of main ideas and summaries for students
with reading difficulties attending an alternative high school as measured by
the main idea and summarization knowledge test?
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Kenny scored 25% on the main idea and summarization knowledge pretest.
Following the two introductory sessions, Kenny scored 45% on an alternative form of the
measure. The lead researcher conducted a third introductory session because the
participant scored below 70% after the two introductory sessions. Kenny scored a 75%,
which allowed her to move to the treatment phase. After treatment, Kenny scored 68% on
the main idea and summarization knowledge test.
Andrew scored 50% on the main idea and summarization knowledge pretest and
60% on the measure after the two introductory sessions. Like Kenny, Andrew received a
third introductory session for which he scored 70% to move on to the treatment sessions.
Following treatment, Andrew scored 90% on the main idea and summarization
knowledge test.
Airbender’s scored 50% on the main idea and summarization knowledge pretest.
Following the two introductory training sessions, Airbender scored 70% allowing him to
move directly to the treatment sessions. Following treatment, Airbender scored 75% on
the main idea and summarization knowledge test.
All participants increased their percentage scores on the main idea and
summarization knowledge test after the two introductory training sessions. Differential
percentage gains and losses are reported in Table 9. Though Kenny scored the lowest
score (25%) compared to the other two participants prior to the introductory training
sessions (50%; 50%), she also demonstrated the largest percentage gain (20%) on the
measure administered immediately after the second introductory training session and on
the measure administered post the third introductory session (+30%). Andrew scored the
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Table 9
Main Idea and Summarization Knowledge Test Differential Percentages
Participant

Pre / Post 1 Intro
Difference

Post 1 / Post 2
Difference

Post 2 / Post Tx
Difference

Kenny

+20%

+30%

-7%

Andrew

+10%

+10%

+20%

Airbender
+20%
NA
+5%
Note. Pre = Pre-introductory training sessions; Post 1 = Post two introductory training sessions; Post 2 =
Post treatment sessions; Tx = Treatment.

highest score overall (90%), which was on the measure administered at the end of the
treatment phase.

Generalization Probe: Performance on Higher-Level Expository Text
The participant’s performance on the oral summary measure with higher level text
is presented in Figure 2 and the participant’s performance on the summarization guide
with higher-level text is presented in Figure 3 as the findings to answer the secondary
research question:
3. To what extent will explicit instruction in main ideas and summarization
increase reading comprehension of higher-level expository text (9th to 10th
grade-level passages/Lexile® levels within an approximate range of 940 to
1165L) for students with reading difficulties attending an alternative high
school as measured by (a) accurate and complete oral summaries, and (b)
generation of big idea topics, identification of key words or phrases, and
generation of main idea sentences?
The lead researcher administered an oral summarization measure using higher level text,
the generalization measure, three times during the study—once during baseline, once at
the end of treatment, and once during maintenance. The higher level passages selected to
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be used for the generalization probes were within a 9 to 10 grade level band with an
approximate Lexile® range between 940L to 1165L.
Kenny scored 19% on the oral summary measure during baseline, 51% following
treatment, and 49% during maintenance (see Figure 2). During baseline, Andrew scored
14% and then 56% following treatment. Andrew scored 49% on the oral summary
measure in the maintenance phase. Airbender scored 44% on the oral summary measure
during baseline, 74% during treatment, and 76% at the end of the maintenance phase.
In conjunction with the oral summary measure, participants completed a
summarization guide measure for a higher-level passage in each phase of the study.
Kenny scored 4% on the summarization guide measure during baseline, 58% after
treatment, and 42% during the maintenance phase (see Figure 3). Andrew scored 7%
during baseline, 56% following treatment, and 42% during maintenance on the
summarization guide measure. Airbender scored 22% during baseline and then 64%
following treatment. Airbender scored 67% on the summarization guide measure in the
maintenance phase.
Overall, participants demonstrated a change of level from baseline to treatment
using the higher-level text. Though maintenance effects were demonstrated when
compared to baseline, two of the three participants’ generalization percentage scores
during the maintenance phase were lower than the generalization probe administered
during treatment. However, Airbender’s generalization score (76%) was equal to his
highest treatment score (76%).
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Text Variables and Participant Background Knowledge
and Intervention Dosage
Text variables, including passage Lexile® levels and passage difficulty
categories, varied within below-grade level text and within higher-level text. The
participant’s self-report background knowledge per passage are reported. Also, the total
receipt of intervention is reported.

Text Variables
Oral summary percentage scores were variable across Lexile® levels during
treatment. Kenny’s two lowest oral summary scores during treatment were on passages
that were categorized differently—one categorized as hardest and one categorized as
easiest (34%; 40% respectively). Andrew’s lowest score (26%) was on a passage
categorized as easiest and Airbender’s lowest score (52%) was on a passage categorized
as moderate. Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender’s highest oral summary scores (73%; 70%;
76% respectively) were demonstrated when reading passages categorized as hardest.
Kenny and Andrew’s highest median scores across text difficulty levels were for
passages categorized as hardest (H = 60%; H = 63%), while Airbender’s median scores
were comparable across text difficulty levels (E = 61%; M = 60%; H =61%,
respectively). See Table 10 for specific details regarding Lexile® levels per passage and
the participant’s oral summary scores and median scores per text difficulty level during
treatment sessions.
Participants demonstrated very little variation in their oral summary percentage
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Table 10
Text Difficulty Scores from Easiest to Hardest Per Participant: Treatment Sessions
Participant
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny

#
3
6
4
5
2
1
7

Topic
Cesar Chavez
Diamonds
Weird Rain
Fire School
Rattlesnakes
Flossing-Heart?
Birth Order

Lexile®
860
860
940
940
1040
1050
1050

Text
E
E
M
M
H
H
H

OS %
40%
66%
50%
57%
34%
60%
73%

Andrew
Andrew
Andrew
Andrew
Andrew
Andrew
Andrew

1
3
5
4
7
6
2

Mirages
Cesar Chavez
Weird Rain
Smooth Shifting
Mayflower
Rattlesnakes
Flossing-Heart?

850
860
940
970
970
1040
1050

E
E
M
M
M
H
H

26%
50%
48%
45%
49%
55%
70%

Mdn%
53
54

60
38
48

63

Airbender
1
Diamonds
860
E
61%
61
Airbender
5
Cesar Chavez
860
E
54%
Airbender
8
Wilma Rudolph
880
E
65%
Airbender
4
Weird Rain
940
M
68%
60
Airbender
7
Smooth Shifting
970
M
52%
Airbender
6
Rattlesnakes
1040
H
61%
61
Airbender
2
Flossing-Heart?
1050
H
60%
Airbender
3
Sports Drink
1050
H
61%
Airbender
9
Birth Order
1050
H
76%
Note. Text in Treatment was below grade level text (6-8 grade level/820L to 1060L); # = treatment session
number; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Mdn = median percentage score per text difficulty
category; H = Hard; M = Moderate; E = Easy.

scores on the maintenance probes, though passages were designated to be at different
Lexile® levels. Both Kenny and Airbender scored similarly on both maintenance
measures administered (47% and 46%; 67% and 70%, respectively). Andrew’s highest
maintenance score (69%) was on a passage designated as hardest, though it was only 8%
higher than his score (61%) on a passage designated as easiest. See Table 11 for specific
details regarding Lexile® levels and median scores per text difficulty level during
maintenance sessions.
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Table 11
Text Difficulty Scores from Easiest to Hardest Per Participant: Maintenance Sessions
Participant
Kenny
Kenny

#
1
2

Topic
Mirages
Mayflower

Andrew
Andrew

1
2

Diamonds
Sports Drink

Lexile®
850
970

Text
E
M

OS %
47
46

Mdn%
47

860
1050

E
H

61
69

65

Airbender
1
Grand Canyon
1050
H
67
69
Airbender
2
Language of Geometry
930
M
70
Note. Text in Maintenance was below grade level text (6-8 grade level/820L to 1060L); # = maintenance
session number; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Mdn = median percentage score per text difficulty
category; H = Hard; M = Moderate; E = Easy.

Even when reading higher-level text within the 9th to 10th grade band, all three
participants’ oral summaries scores were comparable to their scores on below-grade level
passages during treatment (Kenny Tx Mdn = 56%; Kenny Gen Mdn = 48%; Andrew Tx
Mdn = 50%; Andrew G Mdn = 51%; Airbender Tx Mdn = 61%; Airbender G Mdn =
76%). Airbender’s generalization probe percentage score administered at the end of the
maintenance session was as high as his highest treatment probe score (76%). See Table
12 for more details.

Background Knowledge
Data from the background knowledge self-report measures varied across topics
and participants. However, all participants reported the lowest level of background
knowledge (i.e., level 1), which means they did not know anything about this topic, most
frequently (see Table 13) during treatment. Kenny reported a higher level of background
knowledge (level 4), meaning she knew a lot about the topic and has read, studied, or
participated in a discussion about the topic for two passages, a lower level of background

120
Table 12
Text Difficulty Scores Per Participant Scores: Generalization Probes
Participant
Kenny
Kenny
Kenny

#
1
2
3

Topic
Life on Mars
Buffalo Bill
A Journey West

Andrew
Andrew
Andrew

2
1
3

Food Trucks
Life on Mars
A Journey West

Lexile®
1110
1150
1190
1100
1110
1190

Band
L
U
U

OS %
19
51
44

L
L
U

53
14
49

Mdn%
NA
48

NA
51

Airbender
1
Life on Mars
1110
L
44
NA
Airbender
2
Buffalo Bill
1150
U
74
75
Airbender
3
A Journey West
1190
U
76
Note. Text in Generalization was higher-level text (9-10 grade level/940-1165); # = generalization probe
session number; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Mdn = median percentage score per text difficulty
category; Lower Lexile of text band; Upper Lexile of text band.

knowledge (level 2), meaning she knows a little about this topic but does not recall any
details about it for one passage, and the lowest background knowledge (level 1) for four
of the passages during treatment. For five of the topics, Andrew reported the lowest level
of background knowledge (level 1), and he reported a lower level of background
knowledge (level 2) for the two other topics presented during the treatment sessions.
Airbender reported the lowest level of background knowledge (level 1) for four topics
during treatment, a lower level (level 2) for three topics, and a higher level (level 4) for
two topics.
Kenny and Airbender demonstrated an increased percentage score for three of the
four total topics that they self-reported having a higher level of background knowledge.
For this initial treatment session probe, Kenny’s percent increase was 48% on this
measure when compared to her last baseline measure. Airbender’s scores increased from
7 to 11% on the topics he reported a higher level of background knowledge (level 4).
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Table 13
Background Knowledge Measure and Difference Scores: Treatment Sessions
Participant
Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

#
1
1
1

BK
4
1
2

Topic
Flossing-Heart?
Mirages
Diamonds

Lexile
1050
850
860

Text
H
E
E

Compare

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

2
2
2

4
1
2

Rattlesnakes
Flossing-Heart?
Flossing-Heart?

1040
1050
1050

H
H
H



Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

3
3
3

1
1
2

Cesar Chavez
Cesar Chavez
Sports Drink

860
860
1050

E
E
H



Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

4
4
4

1
1
1

Weird Rain
Smooth Shift
Weird Rain

940
970
940

M
M
M



Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

5
5
5

2
2
1

Fire School
Weird Rain
Cesar Chavez

930
940
860

M
M
E



Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

6
6
6

1
2
4

Diamonds
Rattlesnakes
Rattlesnakes

860
1040
1040

E
H
H



Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

7
7
7

1
1
1

Birth Order
Mayflower
Smooth Shift

1050
970
970

H
M
M

























OS %
60
26
61

Diff %
+48
+2
+17

34
70
60

-26
+44
-1

40
50
61

+6
-20
+1

50
45
68

+10
-5
+7

57
48
54

+7
+3
-14

66
55
61

+9
+7
+7

73
49
52

+7
-6
+9


Airbender
8
1
Wilma Rudolph
880
E
65
+12

Airbender
9
4
Birth Order
1050
H
76
+11
Note. Text in Treatment was below grade level text (6-8 grade level/820L to 1060L); the arrows indicate
the participant’s percent increase or decrease when compared to each participant’s previous measure # =
treatment session number; BK = background knowledge self-report score; Compare = Comparison to
Previous Measure; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Diff = differential percentage score; H = Hard;
M = Moderate; E = Easy.
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Andrew never reported a moderate, higher, or highest level of background knowledge on
a topic (level 3-5). For topics he rated as a lower level of background knowledge (level
2), which means he knows about this topic, but can’t recall any details about it),
Andrew’s percentage scores increased, though his percentage scores also increased on
three out of six topics he rated as having the lowest level of background knowledge (level
1).
Self-reported background knowledge levels during maintenance phase (see Table
14) and for the generalization probes are reported (see Table 15). During the maintenance
sessions, Andrew and Airbender increased their percentage scores across both topics, in
which they rated themselves as having the lowest, lower, or moderate level of
background knowledge (lowest = 1, lower = 2, and moderate = 3. A moderate level of
background knowledge indicates the participant knows a few details about the topic.
Participants indicated a background knowledge level between the lowest level of
background knowledge (level 1) to a moderate level of background knowledge (level 3)
Table 14
Background Knowledge Measure and Difference Scores: Maintenance Sessions
Participant
Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

#
1
1
1

BK
1
3
2

Topic
Mirages
Diamonds
Grand Canyon

Lexile
940
860
1050

Text
E
E
H

Compare




OS %
47
61
67

Diff %
NA
NA
NA


Kenny
2
1
Mayflower
970
M
46
-1

Andrew
2
1
Sports Drink
1050
H
69
+8

Airbender
2
1
Language of Geometry
930
M
70
+3
Note. Text in Maintenance was below grade level text (6-8 grade level/820L to 1060L); # = maintenance
session number; BK = background knowledge self-report score; Compare = Comparison to Previous
Measure; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Diff = differential percentage score; H = Hard; M =
Moderate; E = Easy.
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Table 15
Background Knowledge Measure and Difference Scores: Generalization Probes Sessions
Participant
Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

#
1
1
1

BK
1.5
1
3

Topic
Life on Mars
Life on Mars
Life on Mars

Lexile
1110
1110
1110

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

2
2
2

1
2
1

Buffalo Bill
Food Trucks
Buffalo Bill

1150
1100
1150

Band
L
L
L

Compare
NA
NA
NA

OS %
19
14
44

Diff %
NA
NA
NA

U
L
U



51
53
74

+32
+39
+30





Kenny
3
1
A Journey West
1190
U
44
+7

Andrew
3
2
A Journey West
1190
U
49
-4

Airbender
3
1
A Journey West
1190
U
76
+2
Note. Text in Generalization was higher-level text (9-10 grade level/940-1165); # = generalization probe
session number; BK = background knowledge self-report score; Compare = Comparison to Previous
Measure; OS % = oral summary percentage score; Diff = differential percentage score; Lower Lexile of
text band; Upper Lexile of text band.

across generalization probes. Aside from the generalization probes administered during
baseline, participants increased their percentage scores for three out of four topics in
which they indicated the lowest level of background knowledge (level 1).
Instructional time during intervention. During the intervention, Kenny,
Andrew, and Airbender participated in explicit main idea and summarization instruction
an average of 4.70 hours across an average of 6 instructional sessions 30-35 min in length
and an average of 6.33 faded instructional sessions between 10-15 min in length. See
Table 16 for detailed instructional times per participant during the three phases of the
study.

Self-Efficacy
On the self-efficacy measure, Kenny’s self-reported perceived mastery declined in
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Table 16
Participants’ Instructional Times
Participant

Introductory
training

Treatment
sessions

Maintenance
(booster sessions)

Total instructional time

Kenny

120 min

205 min

10 min (2 x)

345 min = 5 hrs 45min

Andrew

100 min

171 min

0 min

271 min = 4 hrs 31 min

Airbender

65 min

164 min

0 min

229 min = 3 hrs 49 min

two of the five reading tasks presented from pretest to posttest—confidence in reading
abilities (item 1) and confidence in doing well on a standardized test in reading (item 2;
see Table 17). For the remainder of the reading tasks presented, she indicated the same
confidence level at pretest and posttest.
Andrew, on the other hand, indicated an increased level of confidence on every
reading task. His largest increase was for the question that asked him to rate his
confidence in his ability to find important information from a passage (item 3). He
initially rated himself with a score of 30 and at the end of the study he rated himself at
90—a 60-point increase. The areas in which he indicated the least confidence gain was in
doing well on a standardized test in reading and understanding the main idea of a passage
(item 2; item 4). Both were in the moderate range on the scale at pretest and moved closer
to the “highly certain I can do” end of the scale at posttest.
Airbender’s perceived level of mastery increased across two of the survey
questions, remained the same for one question, and decreased for the remaining two
questions. His highest point increase was in the area of his ability to summarize a passage
(item 5). Airbender rated himself less confident in his ability to understand the main idea
of a passage (item 4)—a decrease of 20 points.
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Table 17
Self-Efficacy Questionnaire: Responses
Participant
Pre study
Post study
1. In general, how confident are you in your reading abilities?
Kenny
100
70
Andrew
50
90
Airbender
70
70

Gain/loss
-30
+40
0

2. How confident are you that you can do well on a standardized test in reading?
Kenny
80
60
Andrew
50
70
Airbender
70
60

-20
+20
-10

3. How confident are you that you can find important information in a passage?
Kenny
90
90
Andrew
30
90
Airbender
50
70

0
+70
+20

4. How confident are you that you can understand the main idea of a passage?
Kenny
90
90
Andrew
70
90
Airbender
90
70

0
+20
-20

5. How confident are you in your ability to summarize a reading passage?
Kenny
90
90
Andrew
60
100
Airbender
40
70

0
+40
+30

Social Validity
All participants responded consistently with either a 4 or higher across all
statements meaning they somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree with all statements
(see Table 18). Particularly noteworthy, all three of the participants strongly agreed with
the following statements: (item 2) I can explain the definition of main ideas and
summaries to a friend and (item 6), It is easier to summarize a passage now.
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Table 18
Social Validity Questionnaire: Responses
Statements

Kenny

Andrew

Airbender

4

5

5

5

5

5

I can locate or generate main ideas better than before.

4

4

5

I can find the most important parts of a passage better than before.

4

5

5

Summarization helped me to understand difficult reading passages.

4.5

4

5

It is easier to summarize a passage now.

5

5

5

I liked using this strategy.

4

4

5

4.5

5

5

4

5

5

4

4

5

1. The summarization strategy helped me be a better reader.
2. I can explain the definition of main ideas and summaries to a
friend.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I became a better reader because I learned more about main ideas
and summarization.

9. I will use this strategy in the future in other classes.
10. Teachers in other classes could teach summarization in a group
setting.

Kenny strongly agreed with the following statements: (item 2) I can explain the
definition of main ideas and summaries to a friend; (item 5) summarization helped me to
understand difficult reading passages; (item 6) it is easier to summarize a passage now;
and (item 8) I became a better reader because I learned more about main ideas and
summarization. Andrew strongly agreed with 6 out of 10 statements. He indicated he felt
that the summarization strategy helped him to be a better reader, he can find the most
important parts of the passage easier, and it is easier to summarize a passage now.
Additionally, Andrew felt he could explain the definition of main ideas and summaries to
a friend, that he became a better reader because he learned about main ideas and
summarization, and that he will use this strategy in other classes. Airbender strongly
agreed with all statements.
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At the end of the survey, participants were asked if there was anything else they
would like to add about the intervention or the experience. Kenny noted that the one-onone worked well for her. Andrew wrote the following, “I think that you don’t need to
change anything and that it was a good way of teaching. I liked the highlighting and
recording the most.” Airbender noted that the strategy was “helpful for reading,”
“improved his reading,” and “he liked everything about it.” He also wrote he “got out of
class” and “got food and drinks.”
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The NAEP (2015) reports indicate that approximately 60% of Grade 12 students
are unable to read grade-levels texts proficiently. Advanced literacy skills are required for
secondary students, and yet, the reading comprehension skills taught in most secondary
schools have not been intensified to a level that improves comprehension for struggling
readers (Vaughn & Wanzek, 2014). Systematic reading comprehension instruction, based
on research-based best practices, needs to be a national priority and a continued focus of
researchers (Biancarosa & Snow, 2006; Douglas & Albro, 2014; Kamil et al., 2008).
Students with reading difficulties, particularly students with various risk indicators that
attend AHSs, are in particular need of intensive reading comprehension instruction
(Kleiner et al., 2002; Schwab et al., 2015). This intervention research single-case design
study contributes to the research base demonstrating effects for explicit main idea and
summarization instruction for AHS students designed to improve reading comprehension.
The purpose of this study was to measure the efficacy of explicit and intensive
main idea and summarization instruction. The research team aimed to improve reading
comprehension of below grade-level expository text for three AHS students with reading
difficulties. A multiple-probe, single-case design study with three participants was
conducted to examine the effectiveness of the intervention targeted to improve reading
comprehension. The lead researcher used features of effective and explicit instruction
(Archer & Hughes, 2011; P. D. Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Rosenshine, 1986) before,
during, and after reading to teach participants, one-on-one, how to identify the big idea
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topic of a passage, locate the most important key words or phrases per paragraph, locate
or generate a main idea sentence per paragraph using the most important key words or
phrases, and generate an oral summary.
The primary research question in this study measured the extent to which explicit
instruction in main ideas and summarization increased reading comprehension of below
grade-level expository text for AHS students with reading difficulties. Effects were
measured by (a) accurate and complete oral summaries, and (b) generation of big idea
topics, identification of key words or phrases, and generation of main idea sentences. The
lead researcher also examined the participant’s perceived self-efficacy, or the mastery
level participants felt they reached during the study, and the social validity of the
intervention.

Oral Summary Measure and Summarization Guide Gains
Reading comprehension is a complex construct that is not easily measurable
(O’Reilly, Weeks, Sabatini, Halderman, & Stenberg, 2014). Comprehension is
demonstrated when readers understand the gist of a passage (Kintsch, 2013). The
summarization guide used in this study represents the processes readers must attend to in
order to construct a text-based mental representation of the text. Readers must also
integrate new knowledge with existing knowledge to create the situation model (Kintsch,
2013) by selecting the most important main ideas to be represented in the oral summary.
Empirical evidence supports summarization as not only an instructional strategy
that helps to improve comprehension and learning, but also measures comprehension
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(Armbruster, Anderson, & Ostertag, 1987; Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Madnani, Burstein,
Sabatini, & O’Reilly, 2013; Stevens et al., 2018). Researchers have stated that summaries
can be useful assessments of reading comprehension because an accurate and complete
summary contains the macrostructure of the text, only essential information, and the most
important ideas across the text (Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Madnani et al., 2013; Yu,
2003).
Therefore, because summarization can be an indicator of improved reading
comprehension, two key findings related were identified: (1) The oral summary measures
indicated increased comprehension for all three participants when reading various
expository text passages for below grade-level text and higher level text; (2) The
summarization guide measure indicated increased completion and accuracy of generation
of big idea topics, identification of key words or phrases, and generation of main idea
sentences for below grade-level text and higher level text for all three participants.

Oral Summary Gains
Across all participants, visual analysis suggests that when considering the
outcome-measure features (level, trend, variability, overlap, immediacy of effect, and
consistency of data points) as described by Kratochwill et al. (2013), a functional
relationship between the researcher-manipulated independent variable and the oral
summary measure is plausible. Overlap of data was minimal for the three participants,
which is another indication that suggests an effective treatment. Data patterns are
relatively consistent across the three participants during the treatment sessions and the
Tau-U analysis indicated an estimated moderate effect for the differences between
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baseline and treatment when effects across participants were combined (Tau-U = 0.89).
Other factors could have contributed to the participant’s performance on the
overlapping data points in a given day. For example, Kenny’s two overlapping data
points also seemed to be effected by other factors. On the second day of treatment, in
which she earned her lowest score, Kenny reported she was tired and did not feel well.
The lead researcher had difficulty keeping her on topic and focused during the lesson.
She rushed to complete the measure.
Andrew’s one data point in treatment that overlapped with two baseline probes
was during the initial session. The day he completed this measure, two teachers were
frustrated because he was failing more than one class, despite the fact that he attends
school every day. It was a challenging day for Andrew and the environment was tense
when the lead researcher arrived to teach the lesson and administer the measure; thus, this
could have impacted his performance on the measure for that day. This initial data point
in treatment is 14 percentage points lower than Andrew’s next lowest data point and
seems to be an outlier when compared with his other treatment scores. These various
factors seemed to impact Kenny’s and Andrew’s scores, while not causal indicators for
lower performance, these factors should be considered when interpreting data,
particularly for this population of students.
Although Kenny demonstrated the largest percent median increase (35%) between
baseline and treatment for the oral summary measure, Airbender showed the largest
estimated effect size difference (Tau-U = 0.94). Because Airbender had less variability
overall during treatment, the scores that overlapped with his baseline scores were still
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considerably higher than his baseline median scores; thus, a stronger overall estimated
effect.

Summarization Guide Gains
Visual analysis of the summarization guide measure for all three participants
indicated a change of level, an increasing trend, and an immediate effect present at three
different time points, which suggest a promising outcome. Furthermore, the minimal
overlap of data (Combined Tau-U = 0.97) and consistency of data patterns indicate strong
treatment effects. Though two of Kenny’s scores overlapped with her highest baseline
score, Andrew and Airbender did not have any treatment scores that overlapped with
baseline scores. The data suggest a functional relationship between the treatment and the
participants’ scores on the summarization guide.
Initially, Andrew did not complete the summarization guide in its entirety during
baseline measures and often completed the oral summary without doing the
summarization guide. The lead researcher did remind him that both the summarization
guide and the oral summary would be scored. After Andrew learned how to complete the
summarization guide, he always completed each required section. Both Kenny and
Airbender aimed to complete most of the summarization guide during baseline, though
many of their responses were incorrect. The participant’s scores during treatment
demonstrated both increased completion and accuracy on the summarization guide—the
average of the participant’s median score in baseline was 16% compared to the average
of the participant’s median score during treatment was 56%.
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Scoring and Scores
This scoring system was far more detailed and robust than what a classroom
teacher would use. Furthermore, researchers have noted summarization is not always
objective to score (Kintsch, 2004); thus, the complex scoring procedure could have
impacted overall scores.
It is also important to recognize that all of the previous main idea-based
summarization studies reviewed in this study used passages/paragraphs much shorter in
length for the dependent measures than this dissertation study (Gajria & Salvia, 1992;
Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). The length of the passages
could have impacted the participant’s scores because of the effort and time participants
spent completing the summarization tasks—time spent was longer for the participants
than the research team anticipated. Though great efforts were focused on coding and
selecting passages with specific characteristics, passages were not always linear texts
with explicit main ideas in every paragraph.
Participants learned the process of summarization by being able to complete the
summarization guide according to the processes learned during treatment. They selected
key words or phrases per paragraph and then used those key words or phrases to generate
main idea sentences. They used the generated big idea topic and main idea sentences to
generate an oral summary. Throughout treatment, participants had difficulty stating the
gold standard big idea topic, or macrostructure of the text, so rarely received full points
for the big idea topic. However, during the majority of treatment sessions, participants
earned a partially correct score on the big idea topic compared to earning a zero score
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during baseline. This demonstrates a strength in the scoring system because this gave the
lead researcher the ability to see specifically what area the participant needed targeted
instruction.
In light of the challenges with scoring oral summaries and the summarization
guides, the participant’s scores were relatively low when thinking about applying this to a
high school classroom setting. Median treatment scores for participants ranged from 48%
to 66% on the oral summary and summarization guide measures. Participants were
unable to score above 80% on the oral summary measure during treatment. Only Kenny
scored above an 80% on the summarization guide during a treatment session. However,
the median percent increase between baseline and treatment measures across participants
ranged from 21% to 44% when considering both measures. While student scores under
50% may be undesirable, the effectiveness and the participant’s ability to earn a higher
score may be demonstrated on an adjusted, e.g., more holistic, scoring method.
Researchers and educators face challenging issues when measuring reading
outcomes to evaluate the effects of an intervention (O’Reilly et al., 2014). Because of the
complexity of comprehension, multiple layers of assessment decisions must be made,
including the purpose of the assessment, the constructs to be measured, the types of texts
to be used, and tasks to be included (O’Reilly et al., 2014). Furthermore, time constraints
and costs can impact the type of assessments used to evaluate instructional interventions.
Head, Readence, and Buss (1989) posit certain comprehension tasks require the reader to
utilize very different cognitive processes to demonstrate comprehension. For example,
generating a summary shows global understanding of a text and identification of the most
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important main ideas while answering multiple-choice questions requires readers to only
identify the best possible answer among possible options (Head et al.). Tasks measured in
the assessments should be considered when designing or selecting measures.
O’Reilly et al. (2014) further argue that the “misalignment between the goals of
the intervention and the assessments” (p. 404) can impact the demonstrated effect. For
this study, previous research and careful consideration of the constructs being measured
impacted the decisions regarding the assessments. The research team elected to use the
oral summary measure and the accompanying summarization guide as dependent
variables that were closely aligned to the treatment. Though the scoring method was
guided by previous research (Rogevich & Perin, 2008), the scoring method in its entirety
was novel. It could have impacted the participant’s effects, and a replication of the study
could strengthen the scoring method. A standardized measure was not used in the
evaluation of the effects; thus, the effects cannot be assumed to be transferrable to more
broad reading comprehension tasks.

Summary of Gains
Though there were challenges encountered during the study, the treatment
outcomes are encouraging because summarization is a complex task, particularly for
students with reading difficulties. The evidence presented suggests a promising finding
because participants demonstrated that they are able to learn how to summarize the most
important information in a passage using a scaffolded approach that includes both a
macrostructure (i.e., big idea topic) and a microstructure approach to the process of
summarization (i.e., key words or phrases, main idea sentences). Patterns of growth
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indicate participants were able to learn the process of summarization. Deeper analysis of
the participant’s responsiveness could indicate patterns across components to further
guide future intervention research.
This study contributes to the research base by suggesting that explicit and
systematic main idea and summarization instruction for students with reading difficulties
is associated with improved reading comprehension performance on two proximal
measures—oral summaries and summarization guides—for below grade-level text (sixthto eighth-grade level Lexile® band 820L to 1060L). Similar findings of improved
comprehension post main idea and summarization instruction were found in Jitendra et
al.’s (2000) study and Malone and Mastropieri’s (1992) study. Effect sizes ranged from
1.66 to 2.95. Both groups of researchers explicitly taught students to generate main idea
or summary sentences by asking who or what is the paragraph about and what is the main
action that is happening.
In an earlier study, Jitendra et al. (1998) used a multiple baseline single-case
design to evaluate the effects of implementing direct instruction of main ideas and
summarization on reading comprehension. Visual analysis indicated two out of three
participants improved comprehension of narrative passages and demonstrated slight
comprehension increases of expository passages. Additional positive effects were found
when participants used self-monitoring. However, other researchers reported in a recent
systematic review that because the authors did not demonstrate at least three effects at
three different points in time, there was no evidence for either measure used in the study
(Stevens et al., 2018). This dissertation study demonstrated more robust and consistent
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effects across participants (OS Combined Tau-U = 0.89; SG Combined Tau-U = 0.96).
The present study used only expository text passages ranging from 350 to 450 words,
which were much longer passages when compared to Jitendra et al.’s (1998) study, which
used paragraphs 5 sentences in length.

Maintenance Phase
Kenny performed much differently on the maintenance measures when compared
to Andrew and Airbender’s performance. Kenny spent only 17 min completing the
summarization guide and the oral summary on the initial probe, which was less when
compared to her average time spent during the treatment sessions—approximately 30 min
per passage to read the passage, complete the summarization guide and generate the oral
summary. On this initial maintenance measure, she neglected to complete the big idea
topic on the summarization guide and did not include it in her oral summary. This
impacted her overall score. In addition, the lead researcher intended to administer the
second maintenance measure on several different occasions, but Kenny was absent
because of sickness and was unable to take the measure until more than three and a half
weeks after the administration of the first maintenance measure. Though the lead
researcher implemented a 10 min booster session on the second maintenance measure, it
was more than 4 weeks post her last instructional session. It appears that the booster
session did not improve her maintenance percentage score on either measure (OS = 46%;
SG = 36%). It is probable that 4 weeks of no instruction and no practice was too long for
Kenny to maintain effects demonstrated during treatment. Though measures decreased,
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the oral summary scores during the maintenance phase did not overlap with Kenny’s
highest baseline oral summary score. However, the scores suggest that Kenny was unable
to maintain the level of treatment effects demonstrated during the treatment phase.
Andrew, on the other hand, demonstrated increased scores on the first and second
maintenance measures for both the oral summary and the summarization guide when
compared to his final treatment score. The second oral summary measure maintenance
score (OS = 69%; SG = 74%) was slightly higher than his highest treatment score (OS =
68%; SG = 63%). These scores suggest strong maintenance effects of the treatment for
Andrew.
Airbender’s performance on the two maintenance probes suggest strong
maintenance effects of the treatment. He was able to perform as well on the maintenance
measures as he did during treatment. His highest score during treatment for the oral
summary was 76% and his highest score during maintenance was 70%. For the
summarization guide, scores were also comparable (Tx Mdn = 66%; Main Mdn = 63%).
Researchers who have conducted research in this area also reported a decline in
main idea or summarization tasks during maintenance probes or near transfer measures
(Jitendra et al., 1998; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rogevich &
Perin, 2008). Jitendra et al. administered near transfer messages at a single point in time
for all participants—at 16 weeks for participant 1, 10 weeks for participant 2, and 6
weeks for participant 3, respectively—and reported in their multiple baseline single-case
design study that maintenance effects were retained for one of three participants. Though
participants’ performance declined in Malone and Mastropieri’s study during near
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transfer measures, participants still demonstrated effects when compared to the control
group. Reynolds and Perin reported a decline in performance between some pretest and
transfer tasks, such as main idea scores and writing quality for summarization task, but
outcomes were far better for the two treatment groups when compared to the control
group. The present single-case design study found that one participant’s oral summary
scores declined in maintenance when compared to score in treatment, similar to the
previous literature, but the other two participants’ oral summary scores remained stable
or increased. Administration of the maintenance probes was within a much shorter time
frame when compared with Jitendra et al.’s study.

Participants’ Main Idea and Summarization Knowledge Test Gains
The research team anticipated that participants would be able to score 70% on the
main idea and summarization knowledge test, the required score to enter treatment, after
two introductory sessions. Because the participants were required to write the definitions
of the main constructs—main idea, supporting details, what is included in a summary,
and why summarization is important—participants struggled to generate these definitions
after only two sessions. They also had difficulty generating big idea topics. Two of three
participants required a third introductory session to earn at least a 70% to enable them to
move on to the treatment sessions; thus, total instructional time was approximately 1.5
hours across three sessions for the three introductory sessions for these two participants.
Overall, Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender were able to locate and identify main
idea sentences relatively successfully in a paragraph after the introductory training
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sessions. Across participants, 4 of 6 main idea multiple-choice questions were answered
correctly. Both Kenny and Andrew selected the correct sentence to complete an accurate
and complete summary on the measure administered immediately following the first two
introductory sessions.
All participants demonstrated that they were able to learn the terminology used in
the intervention and identify high quality models of main ideas and summaries while
generally retaining that knowledge across time. Both Kenny and Airbender earned post
treatment scores (68%; 75%, respectively) that were comparable to their scores earned
post introductory sessions (75%; 70%, respectively). The scores on the main idea and
summarization knowledge tests suggest maintenance of the key terms taught during the
sessions and the constructs being measured. In Andrew’s case, his score post treatment
increased when compared to the score he earned post introductory training sessions. This
may indicate that Andrew was able to solidify his knowledge of the constructs during the
treatment sessions. The findings suggest an encouraging outcome in that students with
reading difficulties could successfully define terminology and identify main idea
sentences and high quality summaries as measured on the main idea and summarization
knowledge test.

Participants’ Higher-Level Expository Text Gains
This measure was intended to assess whether the participants could generalize the
skills taught to a higher level text within a 9th to 10th grade level Lexile® band. Two of
the participants were in Grade 10; thus the passages were grade-level texts. Because the
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third participant was in Grade 11, the higher-level text was still considered below grade
level. Furthermore, the participants’ AIMSweb Maze CBM (N. C. S. Pearson, 2014)
scores indicated estimated Lexile® levels between 1115L to 1330L, which is a higher
band than the Lexile® level band identified for the higher-level text (Lexile® range
between 940L to 1165L). Therefore, the participant’s scores on the generalization probes
should not be interpreted as the participant’s ability to access and comprehend text above
grade-level or above their ability to decode the text.
Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender’s scores on the generalization probes suggest
some promising results when accessing higher-level text. All participants demonstrated a
percentage increase from baseline to treatment between 30% to 39% on the oral summary
measure and 42% to 54% on the summarization guide from baseline to treatment when
reading the higher-level text. Though the data points across participants demonstrated
some consistent summarization scores across probes, the time lapse for when the lead
researcher administered the final generalization probe varied. Student attendance and
availability to participate along with other factors prohibited the lead researcher from
administering the generalization probe within the same time frame across participants.
Kenny completed the final generalization probe 31 school days after her last
treatment session and 8 school days after her final maintenance probe; Andrew completed
the generalization probe 17 school days after his last treatment session and 4 school days
after his final maintenance probe; Airbender completed the generalization probe 12
school days after his last treatment session and one school day after his final maintenance
probe. Two of three participants’ scores dropped on this final measure compared to their
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previous generalization probe. Participants indicated they had a low level of background
knowledge on the topic and the passage was the highest Lexile® level used in the study.
Airbender scored the highest score when compared to the other participants on this oral
summary measure (76%). Notably, Airbender’s data during the gating procedure
indicated that his estimated Lexile® level (i.e., 1330L) was higher than the other two
participants; thus, the text should be well within his ability to decode and theoretically
within his ability to understanding meaning.
Though, data gathered for only three generalization probes across three
participants hardly suggest findings that are generalizable, the results demonstrated by the
participant’s performance on the generalization probes generally coincide with previous
reading comprehension research with secondary students. Researchers posit that
moderate to large effects on treatment measures often do not generalize to measures
incorporating novel texts or standardized assessments (Edmonds et al., 2009).
Furthermore, many of the main idea and summarization intervention studies conducted
have not consistently incorporated more general comprehension measures and when
researchers have, the student performance findings are less consistent (Edmonds et al.,
2009; Jitendra et al., 2000; Stevens et al., 2018). For this study, the research team used
higher-level text for the generalization probes, but the measures completed by
participants were identical to the measures completed during baseline, treatment, and
maintenance phases (i.e., summarization guide and oral summary). Although participants
demonstrated comprehension of higher-level text, it cannot be determined if participants
in this study would be able to demonstrate increased comprehension on a broader

143
measure of comprehension, such as a standardized measure.

Theoretical Framework Interpretation
Features of cognitive processing and Bandura’s social cognitivism theory framed
this study and provide further interpretation of the results. The importance of the role of
the teacher is central in the framework and the intervention (see Figure 1). The discussion
of the results influenced by the teacher are addressed and how the elements situated in the
RRSG (i.e., teacher, reader, text) heuristic are bi-directionally influenced by not only the
teacher, but by the personal, behavioral, and environmental factors within the context of
the study (Bandura, 2006).

The Teacher—Environmental Factors
The teacher (lead researcher) bi-directionally influenced the reader, the text, and
the activity as defined by the RRSG (2002). The lead researcher, who was also the
interventionist, already had a presence in the school because of previous project work.
Thus, the administration, counselor, and teachers were all very supportive of the study
and encouraged students to participate. This possibly impacted the overall interest and
commitment level of the participants.
Because the intervention was delivered one to one, the lead researcher was able to
develop rapport with the individual participants. The relationships created allowed the
lead researcher to engage participants, and they were generally committed to attend
sessions, even though the instruction and assessment sessions required a high-level of
attention and engagement.
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Researchers have emphasized the importance of the teacher in literacy instruction
(Reutzel & Cooter, 2012). The teacher creates the environment of instruction. The
participants in this study were willing to put forth a great deal of effort to complete the
summarization guide as accurately as possible and generate an oral summary, even
though a grade was not necessarily tied to their performance.

The Text—Environmental and Behavioral
Factors
Kintsch’s C-I model enhances understanding of the “textual” levels within the
RRSG heuristic (2002). The teacher (research team) selected texts that were accessible to
the reader (i.e. Lexile® band 820L to 1060L). Readers traversed through the surface level
of the text by accurately decoding the words on the page (P. D. Pearson & Cervetti,
2015). If the text is not decodable by the reader, he or she cannot proceed through the text
base to construct comprehension or create a situation model (Gough & Tunmer, 1986;
Kintsch, 2013); thus, text selection is an important part of creating an appropriate
environment when teaching students with reading difficulties reading comprehension
skills or strategies.
The participant’s scores in relation to text variables and background knowledge
varied across Lexile® and self-reported background knowledge levels. For both Kenny
and Andrew, the data suggest that as the text became more difficult, the oral summary
scores increased. For example, Kenny and Andrew’s highest oral summary scores during
treatment were on passages categorized as hardest (i.e., highest Lexile® = an estimated
comprehension level of 75% for an 8th grade level passage; Lexile® range of 980 to
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1060L). Even though the passages used for these administrations were different, Kenny
and Andrew indicated that they had low levels of background knowledge on these topics.
Furthermore, median scores across levels increased per text Lexile® level for both
participants (i.e. easy, moderate, & hard). In contrast, Airbender’s median scores
remained stable across text difficulty levels. Airbender also reported a high-level of
background knowledge for a passage categorized as hardest in which he earned his
highest score (76%) during treatment.
Kenny’s lowest score during treatment was on a passage categorized as hardest.
She reported a high level of background knowledge on the topic, but instead of using
text-based information to include in her summary, she used unconfirmed background
knowledge; thus, this impacted her score. Andrew’s lowest score was on a passage
categorized as easiest in which he reported a low level of background knowledge.
Airbender’s lowest score was on a passage categorized as moderate with a low level of
background knowledge.
Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender demonstrated that once they learned the processes
involved in completing the summarization guide, they were able to generally demonstrate
successful navigation through the text-base. Data suggests participants also created a
form of a situation model by selecting the most important information in a passage and
generating improved summaries overall during intervention.
Research suggests that text variables and background knowledge affect reading
comprehension (Afflerbach, 1990; Allington, McCuiston, & Billen, 2015; Mesmer &
Hiebert, 2015). Readers are less proficient when reading more complex and longer texts
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(Mesmer & Hiebert, 2015), and students are more likely to learn new content or skills
when they can read the text accurately (Allington et al., 2015). The Lexile® framework
was created to enable educators the ability to match appropriate texts to readers (Lennon
& Burdick, 2004) and was used in this study to match participants with texts. The
research team hypothesized based on previous findings (Afflerbach, 1990) that both text
difficulty and background knowledge would affect the level of reading comprehension
demonstrated by the participants; thus, increased percentage scores of the oral summary
and summarization guide measures would be demonstrated when text difficulty was
reduced and background knowledge was increased.
However, some of the findings from this study were not consistent with previous
research (Afflerbach, 1990; Mesmer & Hiebert, 2015). The participant’s scores generally
increased or remained relatively stable when text difficulty increased (e.g. Lexile® level).
One plausible explanation is that the participant’s Lexile® levels determined during the
gating procedures (1115L to 1330L; AIMSweb Maze CBM: 24-35) were still slightly
higher than the Lexile® levels of the passages categorized as hardest. According to the
Lexile® bands, the text may have been accessible for understanding. Participants may
have had to put forth greater effort in completing the tasks reading a harder passage when
compared to reading an easier passage; thus, they were able to produce higher scores. In
addition, the nature of the scaffolded instruction may have supported their ability to
extract meaning units of information to include in their oral summary and summarization
guide.
Furthermore, self-reported levels of background knowledge did not consistently
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demonstrate higher percentage scores for all participants. It is plausible that the
background knowledge measure, which depended on the participant’s self-report of his or
her knowledge about the topic, may not have been sensitive or thorough enough to
capture the participant’s true level of background knowledge. Though the participant
verbally explained some of the background knowledge he or she possessed, the lead
researcher had no way of verifying that the background knowledge of each participant
was correct. Sometimes increased level of background knowledge actually penalized the
participant if they included that information in the summary.
This study adds to the research base that text matters when providing reading
comprehension instruction. McNamara, Kintsch, Songer, and Kintsch (1996) investigated
the role of coherent texts on participants’ understanding of science texts and found that
readers needed a coherent and explicit text if they do not have an appropriate level of
background knowledge on a given topic. Furthermore, depending on the comprehension
task, readers performed better on text-based tasks when using explicit texts. The
researchers also emphasized that readers that have a knowledge base on a topic, a
challenging text may require a higher level of active processing, which may increase
performance. The data suggests that participants in this study were able to perform
equally (or even better) with slightly more difficult texts. This demonstrates that the text
can influence the behavioral factor or academic outcomes (i.e., percentage scores) and
were influenced by other environmental factors (i.e., instruction).

The Reader—Personal Factors
The RRSG (2002) posits that the reader brings to the act of reading his or her
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cognitive processes, motivation, and self-efficacy. All four participants in this study were
identified as demonstrating reading difficulties per the ELA teacher. Two of the four
participants were identified as having a learning disability—one participant (Kenny) had
a SLD in the areas of reading, writing, and math and one participant (Andrew) had a SLD
in the areas of writing and math. The ELA teacher reported that Andrew previously had
an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) goal in the area of reading, but no longer had a
reading specific goal. However, he attended an ELA class taught by the school special
education teacher. The third participant, Airbender, was not identified with a SLD, but he
did demonstrate reading difficulties per his ELA teacher and scores on the standardized
measures.
Challenger, the fourth participant, was unable to enter treatment. She did not
demonstrate a stable or descending baseline. In addition, Challenger repeatedly read large
parts of the passage as her summary, which prohibited the research team from properly
scoring the summaries and measuring the construct that the scoring protocol was
designed to measure. Her scores did not represent her ability or inability to summarize a
passage. Though the research team altered the directions that were stated by the lead
researcher when administering the measure to be more explicit, Challenger continued to
read the passage as the oral summary; thus, three participants were able to enter the
study.
The research team was able to evaluate the cognitive processes each participant
who demonstrated reading difficulties used (Kintsch, 2013; RRSG, 2002) to create a
summary by evaluating the summarization guide. The lead researcher could assess what
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went wrong in the summarization process by evaluating the completed summarization
guide. Overall, the percent of items completed on the summarization guide increased
after treatment sessions began when compared with the baseline phase measures. By
evaluating the accuracy and completeness on the summarization guide, the lead
researcher could also provide specific praise and corrective feedback to the participant in
the areas of instruction the participant needed most.
Though participants demonstrated improved performance in completing required
tasks, various personal factors within each reader could have influenced treatment and
behavioral or academic outcomes. Some of these personal factors per participant are
outlined below.
Participant 1—Kenny. Kenny was new to the AHS this academic school year.
She was in an online program last year but was unable to earn any credits. Because she is
a sophomore, she is behind in credit accrual. However, she is motivated to do well and
does not have a record of any behavioral infractions. Kenny’s overall attendance was
poor during the timeframe of the study. She was frequently sick and often missed school
several times a week. Kenny also reported she frequently worked late at a local fast food
restaurant. The personal factors such as previous failure in the online program, sickness,
and her late work schedule could have contributed to the behavioral (academic) outcomes
measured in the study. The lead researcher did develop a strong rapport with Kenny,
which also could have contributed to outcomes. She was happy to attend sessions,
regularly “chatted” with the lead researcher, and worked hard during the sessions. For
example, before instruction, she would complete the summarization guide and oral
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summary in approximately 10 min. After instruction, she spent between 17 to 40 min to
read the passage and complete the measures. She was highly engaged in the task, even
though she reported it was challenging.
Participant 2—Andrew. Andrew initially was not engaged in the study.
Teachers expressed to the lead researcher that he wasn’t doing much in class, though he
was never a behavior problem. A visual difference in Andrew’s attitude occurred about
participating after the lead researcher started instruction. He expressed that he would
rather do the reading intervention than attend class. Teachers reported a change in attitude
in class as well. Andrew spent between 26 to 40 min reading the passage, completing the
summarization guide, and generating a summary throughout the intervention sessions.
Participant 3—Airbender. During the recruitment procedures, Airbender
initially expressed interest in participating in the study. He returned his forms quickly and
willingly completed baseline measures without complaint. However, twice during the
study, he was suspended due to smoking and likely drug use on campus. Also twice
during the study, he expressed to the lead researcher he was unwilling to do a lesson and
a measure because of the difficulty he was experiencing at school and at home. Though
Airbender spent less time than both Kenny and Andrew when completing measures once
treatment began, time spent increased when compared to the baseline phase. Airbender
spent between 10 to 20 min completing the measures during the first three treatment
sessions compared with completing them in less than 10 min for each baseline measure.
However, after Day 4 of instruction, he increased his time spent on the measures to no
less than 17 min.
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The reader—personal factors: Summary. Given that the participants selected
demonstrated reading difficulties and that previous research has suggested that main idea
and summarization instruction is effective for struggling readers (Stevens et al., 2018),
the study adds to the literature and suggests a functional relationship between the
independent variable and the dependent variables for students with reading difficulties.
Not only did the participants demonstrate reading difficulties, but as AHS students, they
indicated various personal factors that may have influenced academic outcomes.
Notably, reader engagement across all participants was demonstrated by the
increase of time participants used when completing measures once treatment began.
Though this dissertation study didn’t specifically assess reading engagement or set out to
increase the level of engagement among participants, these factors can affect results
particularly when working with students who exhibit various risk indicators. Some
researchers have suggested that motivation and engagement predict reading achievement,
though they posit that this is stronger correlation for advanced readers than for struggling
readers (Klauda & Guthrie, 2015). Other researchers have explored the idea that
increased strategy use can increase reading motivation and engagement (Cantrell et al.,
2014), which in turn bi-directionally influences the reader. Because effects were
demonstrated for three different time points and across all three participants in the current
study, the results may suggest that the higher level of engagement (i.e., time spent on the
reading task) affected reading comprehension outcomes (Klauda & Guthrie, 2015); thus,
the teacher, who was central to instruction, bi-directionally influenced the readers and
their level of engagement with the text through strategy use. Future research in this area
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is warranted.

The Role of the Activity—Environmental
Factors
Explicit, systematic, and intensive instruction. Finally, the activity was the
strategy taught by the lead researcher (teacher) and the independent variable in its
entirety. The design of the independent variable was shaped by explicit, systematic, and
intensive instructional components (Archer & Hughes, 2011; Fisher & Frey, 2013; P. D.
Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Vaughn & Wanzek, 2014) demonstrated effective in
previous reading research for students with reading difficulties (Gajria et al., 2007;
Mastropieri et al., 2003; Scruggs et al., 2010; Solis et al., 2012; Watson et al., 2012).
Participants learned a strategy—designed to improve comprehension for students with
reading difficulties—to locate and generate main ideas sentences per paragraph and
generate a summary. This scaffolded instructional approach created an environment
where each participant was able to learn the processes required to complete the
summarization guide and generate an oral summary. Findings from this study add to the
literature in that participants with reading difficulties successfully learned how to
summarize through explicit instruction with scaffolding (Stevens et al., 2018).
Modeling. Environmental factors such as teacher modeling throughout instruction
can play an important role in improving reading comprehension for students with reading
difficulties and is a key construct in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986; Cantrell et
al., 2014; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007; Shell et al., 1989). The study incorporated
modeling as part of an effective instructional sequence in the reading comprehension
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instruction (Kamil et al., 2008; P. D. Pearson & Gallagher, 1983). Using modeling can
promote mastery learning among students with reading difficulties and this study adds to
the research base that promotes modeling as part of explicit instruction (Archer &
Hughes, 2011; Schunk & Zimmerman, 2007).
Instructional time during intervention. The instructional time provided for
participants in the present study is similar to the instructional time offered in the main
idea and summarization studies previously reviewed. For studies that reported
instructional time, an average of 5.24 hours of instruction was delivered to participants
across the studies (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare & Borchardt,
1984; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al., 1986; Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000). Similar
findings of improved performance on proximal measures were found after a short amount
of instructional time in Malone and Mastropieri’s (1992) study. Two groups of middleschool students participated in two summarization instructional sessions 20-30 min in
length—one group received summarization instruction only and the other group received
summarization instruction with self-monitoring. Participants completed 12 short answer
questions (six summary questions) on the third day of the investigation in order to
demonstrate their ability to recall the most important information in the passage. The
researchers reported strong effects for both summarization groups when compared to the
control group. Though interventionists used instructional scripts for the instructional
sessions, fidelity of implementation was not measured in Malone and Mastropieri’s study
(1992).
This study was different than several other studies reviewed in that this was a
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single-case design study and instruction was delivered one-on-one. Only Jitendra et al.
(1998) and Malone and Mastropieri (1992) delivered instruction individually to
participants. Jitendra et al. (1998) also implemented single-case design research. Stevens
et al. (2018) posit in their systematic review of summarizing and main idea interventions
that group size and number of sessions were not statistically significant predictors of
participant outcomes. They suggest that summarization interventions are beneficial for
student with reading difficulties no matter what the group size, but effect sizes are larger
in smaller groups (i.e., 1 to 4 students; Stevens et al.).

Self-Efficacy and Social Validity

Self-Efficacy
Bandura proposes that self-efficacy impacts performance and students who
demonstrate self-efficacy in academic tasks put forth greater effort and persistence in
difficult tasks compared to students with a low self-efficacy (Pajares, 1996). This was
demonstrated across all participants when considering the time spent on the daily reading
tasks when comparing baseline and treatment measures. Participants averaged less than
10 min to complete the summarization guide and the oral summary during baseline
compared to an average of 27 min during treatment and maintenance phases. Time spent
on tasks could indicate increased effort and persistence.
Though some participants’ confidence levels decreased on some of the survey
questions (e.g., confidence in reading ability, ability to do well on standardized reading
test), an important note to consider when interpreting these results is that the participants
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did not know the lead researcher at the beginning of the study. This could have affected
the results. Students who attend AHSs historically have not been successful in traditional
school settings and are attending an AHS because of poor attendance, poor academic
skills, credit deficiency, and/or behavioral infractions (Schwab et al., 2015). Even when
the lead researcher had previously been very present in the school, she had not worked
with any of the participants prior to beginning of the study. This may have prevented
them from honestly completing the survey. Furthermore, after receiving the intervention,
participants could have been more aware of the difficulty of the task that was required of
them and the challenge in generalizing this strategy to overall reading and standardized
tests.
Overall, two of the three participants indicated their largest increase in their
response towards “highly certain can do” for the question asking about confidence level
in their ability to summarize a passage. This is an important finding because the main
construct the lead researcher taught and measured was summarization. Participants
generally felt confident in their ability to summarize a passage at the end of the study.
Unrau et al. (2018) conducted a meta-analysis on the impact of reading
intervention on self-efficacy. They found across 30 studies (18 published and 12
dissertations) no matter the study design, that reading comprehension interventions had a
statistically significant relationship with self-efficacy outcomes. The combined effect size
was moderate across all studies. Another finding included the notion that the number of
self-efficacy sources that were included in the intervention (i.e., mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, verbal and social persuasion, and emotional and physiological
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states) influenced the size of the effect (Bandura, 1997; Unrau et al., 2018). According to
the description posed by Bandura of the self-efficacy sources, this study included three of
the four sources woven into the intervention: (a) mastery experiences, which included
teaching participants an evidence-based strategy that improves comprehension and
successful outcomes; (b) vicarious experiences, which included modeling; and (c) verbal
and social persuasion, which included supportive feedback (i.e., corrective feedback and
specific praise; Unrau et al., 2018). The study adds to the literature by providing data
(though limited because of the number of participants) on increased self-efficacy on the
specific constructs being taught and measured.

Social Validity
Single-case design studies include a social validity measure to allow participants
to indicate their perceived success of the intervention (Kennedy, 1992). Participants
reported that they felt the intervention was successful overall and summarization was an
important strategy to learn. This is an important finding because many students with
reading difficulties do not want to spend time reading and AHS students in particular
have often had many unsuccessful academic experiences (Carver et al., 2010; Lehr, Tan,
& Ysseldyke, 2009) possibly alienating them from wanting to participate in reading
comprehension interventions.
Kenny and Andrew orally described what was helpful about the intervention to
the lead researcher as well. Kenny explained that she liked hearing what she did well,
what she did not do well and how she was making progress. She also found it beneficial
to go over it many times. She felt like it became easier over time. On another note, she
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described that she really liked that the lead researcher got to know the students.
Andrew was resistant to participating at the beginning of the study, but was
encouraged to take part because of several teacher recommendations. However, after the
treatment sessions began, he became fully engaged, rarely missed school, and happily
participated in every session conducted by the lead researcher. At the end of the study, he
also expressed he was glad he participated in the intervention.
Airbender indicated he strongly agreed with all statements on the social validity
questionnaire. He was glad he participated in the intervention sessions and felt his
reading improved. Furthermore, he commented that he uses the strategy in other classes.
Jitendra et al. (1998) also reported participant’s general satisfaction with the main
idea and summarization intervention taught in their study. A common theme across the
two studies included that the participants reported they would use the strategy in the
future.

Implications
Students must be able to understand complex texts in order to demonstrate content
understanding in secondary schools (NGA & CCSSO, 2010). With only approximately
one third of high school seniors able to demonstrate proficiency on grade level texts
(NAEP, 2015), interventions that train students on how to improve their reading
comprehension across expository texts are needed. The lead researcher in the current
study implemented evidence-based practices that have been demonstrated in previous
studies as effective for struggling readers (Stevens et al., 2018). This study explored the
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effects of explicit main idea and summarization instruction on participants’ reading
comprehension, adds to the literature as a high quality study that specifically targets
participants in AHSs, and can be adapted for classroom instruction.

High-Quality and Rigorous Research
Gersten et al. (2005) provided a list of quality indicators for experimental and
quasi-experimental studies for special education. Similarly, Horner et al. (2005) provided
a list of quality indicators specifically for single-case design research. The indicators are
organized in following areas: (1) participants and setting; (2) dependent variable; (3)
independent variable; (4) baseline; (5) experimental control/internal validity; and (6)
social validity. The present study was evaluated using the single-case design framework
to determine the level of quality and rigor throughout the study. The present study meets
20 of 21 quality indicators defined for single-case design research.
First, the study provided a clear description of the participants and how the
participants were selected through a detailed and replicable gating procedure. Second, the
dependent variables were operationally defined and measured repeatedly over time with
an IOA above 80% across phases, participants, and variables. Third, the independent
variable—the introductory training sessions and the treatment sessions—was described
with detail and was systematically manipulated as the lead researcher implemented the
intervention. Fourth, the lead researcher administered five or more baseline probes across
three participants, and participants completed seven to nine probes during treatment,
which provided evidence in six phases with more than five data points per phase to meet
standards without reservations. Fifth, because replication effects were demonstrated
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across participants at three different points of time, internal and external validity threats
were minimized. Finally, Kenny, Andrew, and Airbender all indicated on the social
validity questionnaire that they felt the instruction was worthwhile and it improved their
ability to summarize a passage.
Furthermore, though the single-case design guidelines do not report a fidelity
standard, the study also meets fidelity of implementation standards accepted in
experimental design (Gersten et al., 2005). One of the research assistants observed and
completed a detailed fidelity checklist for 30% of the 30-35 min lessons during treatment
across participants to assess fidelity. Overall, fidelity of implementation was above 95%.
Not only was quantity addressed within the independent variable, but quality was also
measured during observations of fidelity of implementation. Instructional quality was
above 95%. This is novel when compared to the literature reviewed. Of all main idea and
summarization studies reviewed that reported fidelity, research only reported quantity
and/or completion of instructional sequence (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Alvia,
1992; Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Reynolds & Perin, 2009).
The only indicator that was not met was the inability to replicate the baseline
conditions in future studies. Because of the nature of implementing school-based research
in an AHS, it was impossible to complete the study within one term and work with only
one teacher. Participants attended ELA and/or a reading class throughout every phase of
the study. During the treatment phase, participants worked individually with the lead
researcher (treatment session + assessment session) two to three times per week during
ELA, reading, or a study skills class.
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Intervention for AHS Students
Students who attend AHSs have not been the focus of many researchers (Schwab
et al., 2015). Though an increasingly large number of students are attending AHSs
(Kleiner et al., 2001) and they are a high need, diverse population of students (Schwab et
al., 2015), educators and researchers know very little about academic interventions that
are successful in these settings. In Schwab et al.’s recent systematic review of
intervention studies in alternative education settings, not a single study addressed reading
comprehension as the independent variable or measured reading comprehension as the
dependent variable. The current study aims to fill a gap in the literature by providing
evidence of an effective reading intervention implemented with AHS students.

Implementing as Classroom Practice
This study suggests that explicit main idea and summarization instruction requires
a level of intensity that most students with reading difficulties do not receive in the
classroom. It may be required for students with reading difficulties to increase
comprehension of below grade-level text and higher-level text even before reading gradelevel text for comprehension when learning the complex skill of summarization with
expository text.
Furthermore, classroom teachers often struggle with knowing how to scaffold
instruction, particularly when teaching the complex skill of summarization for students
with reading difficulties (Reynolds & Daniel, 2017). The intervention designed for this
study scaffolds the task of summarization using key words or phrases and main idea
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sentences on a paragraph level. Then the instruction extends the task to enable students to
generate the most accurate and complete summary as possible. Secondary teachers may
be more likely to employ the intervention in their classrooms because students need to be
able to comprehend content texts and summarization is a skill that is used not only
throughout secondary settings, but in post-secondary settings as well. The intervention is
aligned with explicit and intensive instructional practices in reading that improve reading
comprehension (Archer & Hughes, 2011; Vaughn & Wanzek, 2014). Notably,
implementing evidence-based or promising practices within the classroom can be
challenging (Klingner, Vaughn, Arguelles, Hughes, & Leftwich, 2004).
Though the scoring system was particularly designed for research purposes, the
research team plans to adapt and create a scoring rubric that is teacher friendly and more
efficient for scoring. The instruction and assessment will lend itself to future professional
development trainings designed to teach teachers how to implement reading
comprehension instruction in secondary settings.
The current study aligns with previous research in that the instructional time
provided to the participants (i.e., between 4-6 hours) is relatively short when considering
the impact main idea and summarization instruction could have on students with reading
difficulties comprehension (Bean & Steenwyk, 1984; Gajria & Salvia, 1992; Hare &
Borhardt, 1984; Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Reynolds & Perin, 2009; Rinehart et al.,
1986; Rogevich & Perin, 2008). For example, secondary teachers could incorporate main
idea and summarization instruction using expository text two times a week for 40 min
each instructional session for a total of 3 weeks and match the instructional time used to
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affect reading comprehension.
Teacher training. The study provided information about the importance of
mastery of one skill or strategy versus teaching students many strategies without the
intensive practice needed to demonstrate mastery. Research supports that teaching
students a variety of strategies without ensuring a deep understanding of the practice,
may lead to ineffective strategy use (NRP, 2000; Reutzel & Cooper, 2012). This
information could contribute to the field (explicit, intense, extended practice, etc.),
specifically for preservice and inservice teacher training.

Future Research
Future experiments could also explore the differences between summaries in
written form versus summaries in oral form. This would allow researchers to compare the
accuracy between the types of summaries and could corroborate findings from this
proposed study. Because researchers have not explored the use of oral summaries as
proposed in this study, replication studies could also be beneficial.
Researchers could further explore participants’ ability to advance to more difficult
texts using graphic organizers to accompany specific passages versus a more general
format as used in this study. Because students with reading difficulties struggle to adapt
learned skills or strategies to novel contexts (Reynolds & Perin, 2009), an additional
support such as using passage specific organizers when teachers or researchers are first
initiating the instruction could be beneficial. For example, once participants demonstrate
mastery on identifying main ideas and generating summaries using a passage specific
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organizer, teachers could move to a more general organizer, such as the summarization
guide in the present study, and then completely fade the organizer from instruction and
assessment sessions.
Based on findings in the areas of text variables and background knowledge, future
research should aim to match text with reader at the highest level of accessibility. The
McNamara et al. (1996) findings suggest challenging texts could produce a greater level
of active processing. Participants in this study seemed to perform better on
summarization tasks at the higher level of the Lexile® bands. Furthermore, pushing
students with reading difficulties to grade level text that is above their indicated Lexile®
level could provide information on readers’ ability to access text that they are expected to
read for understanding on a daily basis. Future research needs to consider text variables
because it is critical to understanding students’ responsiveness to reading interventions.
The present study suggests that treatment components for the main idea and
summarization intervention designed to use for expository text improves reading
comprehension for AHS students. The present study adds to the existing literature by
incorporating research designed and conducted to meet the requirements for a high
quality and rigorous study. Replication of this study could be beneficial to the field. In
order for a practice to be classified as evidence-based, at least five methodologically
sound studies need to be conducted by at least three different researchers in different
locations to demonstrate experimental control across at least 20 participants (Horner et
al., 2005).
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Limitations
The study had limitations that reduce the generalizability of the results to other
participants and settings. The lead researcher conducted the study with three participants
from a semi-urban, AHS in the Mountain West Region of the United States. Because this
is a limited number of participants, to increase external validity of the findings, future
experiments should replicate the treatment with participants who exhibit similar risk
indicators in other alternative high school settings.
A second limitation is that the dependent variables were proximal measures.
Some researchers have noted that using measures aligned with goals of the intervention
may be able to demonstrate treatment effects because the constructs being measured are
actually the constructs being assessed (O’Reilly et al., 2014). The research team
purposefully designed a close alignment between intervention and assessment to measure
the complex skill of summarization. Using a standardized measure specifically designed
to measure main idea and summarization knowledge could be beneficial in measuring the
participants’ generalization of summarization skills. Future studies could also examine
the treatment effects of adding a distal measure, such as a standardized reading
comprehension measure, to the proximal measure of a summary to measure transfer
effects of the intervention.
Though this study did not use a distal measure, the lead researcher measured
transfer of skills learned through maintenance and generalization probes. Participant
performance on the maintenance and generalization probes provided information about
the intensity level of the proposed intervention, and whether the level provided was
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enough for participants to be able to use the skills learned beyond the treatment and with
higher-level texts. The independent variable was designed to provide intense and explicit
instruction in one on one to students who demonstrated reading difficulties. A more
intense intervention is not feasible and perhaps not needed to demonstrate stronger
effects. However, Kenny’s performance during the maintenance phase and final
generalization probe suggests that the skills taught need to be consistently reviewed post
intervention in order to sustain the treatment effects. Studies that measure the effects of a
longer maintenance phase with periodic reviews could be beneficial.
The researcher created oral summary and summarization guide scoring
procedures could be a third limitation of the study. Though the research team was guided
by previous research (Kintsch, 1998; Rogevich & Perin, 2008) in the creation of the
scoring protocol and keys, the materials have not been used prior to this study to measure
effects of an intervention. Because of this, the research team did not anticipate that one
possible participant would often read large sections of a given passage as her summary.
This participant was unable to enter treatment because her scores did not represent the
construct the research team was aiming to measure and she was unable to establish a
stable baseline. The scoring system did not account for the amount of nonessential
information she included; thus falsely inflating her score. An additional challenge noted
by the research team was that summarization can be a subjective task and one
individual’s interpretation of the most important information in a passage may not
coincide with another individual’s interpretation (Kintsch, 2004). Though IOA was
calculated across phases and participants in the study, the participant’s scores on
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individual measures may have been affected by this subjectivity.
A final limitation is that the lessons did not include additional before reading
activities that could improve participant reading outcomes. Further investigations could
explore the effects of adding additional before reading activities, such as teaching
predictions, background knowledge, and vocabulary, included in the evidence-based
reading comprehension instruction using main ideas and summarization lesson plans.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of explicit main idea and
summarization instruction to improve reading comprehension of expository text for AHS
students. Previous research informed this study in the design of the intervention, the
dependent variables, and the scoring protocol (Jitendra et al., 1998, 2000; Malone &
Mastropieri, 1992; Rogevich & Perin’s 2008). Given the importance of improving
reading comprehension for secondary students with reading difficulties who attend
AHSs, this high quality and rigorous study adds to the research base suggesting
struggling readers in high school students can improve their reading comprehension of
expository texts when provided with explicit instruction in main idea and summarization.
The results of this dissertation demonstrated that participants showed significant
improvement in their ability to correctly and completely summarize below grade-level
and higher-level expository text passages as a measure of reading comprehension. The
visual analysis and Tau-U estimated effect sizes suggest that the intervention was
effective for all three participants. Furthermore, the participants reported that the
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intervention was socially valid and reported self-efficacy around the task of
summarization.
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Grade Levels and Lexile® Bands
Median Text Complexity Measures and Interquartile Range Boundaries by Grade
Grade
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

25th %ile
230L
450L
600L
645L
730L
860L
880L
900L
960L
920L
1070L
1110L

Median
310L
525L
660L
745L
800
900L
930L
940L
1040L
1030L
1120L
1130L

Note. See Williamson, Koons, Sandvik, & Sanford, 2012.

75th %ile
415L
656L
725L
780L
845L
920L
960L
1010L
1110L
1115L
1160L
1220L
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Self-Efficacy Questionnaire
Reading Skills Rating

Name:___________

Please rate yourself in the blanks to show how confident you are in doing the following
reading tasks. Rate your degree of confidence by recording a number from 0 to 100 using
the scale given below.
1. In general, how confident are you in your reading abilities?
0
1
Cannot
do at all

10

20

30

40

50
60
Moderately

70

80

90

100
Highly
certain
can do

2. How confident are you that you can do well on a standardized test in reading?
0
1
Cannot
do at all

10

20

30

40

50
60
Moderately

70

80

90

100
Highly
certain
can do

3. How confident are you that you can find important information in a passage?
0
1
Cannot
do at all

10

20

30

40

50
60
Moderately

70

80

90

100
Highly
certain
can do

4. How confident are you that you can understand the main idea of a passage?
0
1
Cannot
do at all

10

20

30

40

50
60
Moderately

70

80

90

100
Highly
certain
can do

90

100
Highly
certain
can do

5. How confident are you in your ability to summarize a reading passage?
0
1
Cannot
do at all

10

20

30

40

50
60
Moderately

70

80
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Terminology Reference Sheet
Big Idea Topic (BIT) = Includes the big idea of the passage (subject/phrase) (i.e. the
dangers of climbing Mount Everest). This represents the macrostructure of the text.
Key Words and Phrases (KWP) = Demonstrates the most important who or what and
what is happening. Can include idea units (subject + verb), but may also include
adjectives and nouns or proper nouns.
Main Idea (MI) = Most critical and important information in a paragraph. Includes the
most important KWP. The main idea is expressed in a complete sentence and includes at
least one supporting detail. Sometimes the MI is the first or last sentence, but not always.
Supporting Detail (SD) = The important details about the MI (and the BIT) that
describes the who, what, or why of the MI.
Explicit MI = An explicit MI is a MI that is stated directly in the passage. One can locate
an explicit main idea in a paragraph.
Implicit MI = An implicit MI refers to the author’s ability to construct a piece in such a
way that the reader must use inference to generate a MI in a paragraph. The MI is NOT
stated directly. The author may explain the details about the MI.
Essential Ideas (EI) = Only the most important MIs across paragraphs that support the
BIT of the passage.
Non-essential Ideas (NEI) = Additional but less important information about the MI or
BIT. Not needed to understand the BIT of the passage. Examples include: (a) less
important text-based, (b) opinion-based, or (c) background knowledge information.
Summarize = To reduce a longer passage to its most important MIs and SDs. A good
summary is text-based and does not include NEI. A summary should include the
following: (1) Start with the Big Idea Topic that tells what the passage is about,
(2) Combine Key Phrases and Main Ideas in a logical way, (3)
Include Details that Support the most important Main Ideas, and (4) Only
include Essential Information
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Passage Example
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Name

Date_____________________

A Trip to the Top
One ambitious achievement that many people yearn to accomplish is to reach the peak of
Mount Everest. However, many people do not realize how dangerous a trip to the top of
the world’s tallest mountain truly is. Aspiring climbers often believe that all they need to
do to reach the summit of Everest is to have the money to travel to the mountain—located
on the border of China and Nepal—and hire a professional guide to assist them. But the
mountain poses deadly challenges for even the most experienced mountaineers.
The mountaintop stands 29,029 feet above sea level. At altitudes higher than 26,000 feet
above sea level, there is not enough oxygen in the atmosphere to sustain human life.
Brain cells begin to die, blood begins to thicken, and vital organs can shut down without
warning. Once climbers reach this “death zone,” it is a race to the top and back down to a
safer altitude before sickness sets in or any debilitating injuries occur. There is no way for
climbers to prepare for this atmosphere, and even the strongest mountaineers are in grave
danger in the death zone.
Determined climbers first began trying to reach Everest’s peak in 1922. Since then, over
200 people have died on the mountain. Some climbers have lost limbs due to frostbite or
untreated injuries sustained during the summit. Those interested in ascending Everest
should take plenty of time to consider the many inherent risks that come with climbing
the mountain.
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193

194

Appendix F
Passage Coding—Main Ideas

Block

3

2

1

Title

BIT

Smooth
Shifting

Flossing-Healthy
Heart
Mirages

Pareidolia

Full of Hot
Air
Ancient
Treasure

P1 MI

The invention of
the bicycle.

Mirages in the
dessert

Human naturally
want to make
sense of things by
thinking that
animals love us
back.
Benefits of
flossing your teeth.

P2 MI

Flossing works to help
your heart.

This human behavior is
not delusional.

A weary traveler walks Mirages make it look like
across a dessert.
there is a refreshing lake
just ahead on the horizon.
Leonardo da Vinci’s
How the gears on a bike
old sketches.
work?

Flossing keeps mouth
healthy.

People naturally think
that animals love us
back even though they
are not able to.

The layout of the
balloon.
Because Assur is in a
desert and water is hard
to find, officials planned
to build a dam on the
river, but a dam would
most likely flood Assur.

With the development of
digital music came a
debate on how it should
be sold.

An audience not
When something is new
accustomed to seeing
people don’t know how
moving pictures can be to respond
deceived by them

The ability to record
sound has gone
through a large
transformation
throughout time.
How hot air
Hot air rises which
balloons fly
makes the balloon fly.
Dam waters could Previously one of the
ruin artifacts in the greatest cities in the
ancient city of
world, Assur is not
Assur
only in ruins because it
is buried in sand, but
now faces a new
threat—water.

Curiosity of When we are used
Newness
to seeing
something we no
longer wonder
about it.
Digital
The debate on
Music
digital music

P4 MI

By studying the
Assyrian queens found
there, scientists are able
to learn about medical
problems such as
cavities, sinus
infections, and poor
nutrition.

Launching the balloon.

NA

Familiarity takes away
fear.

Mirages don’t just
happen in the desert
sand.
The bike has changed
throughout the years.

NA

NA

Is Pneumonia related or Flossing is still good.
a coincidence?

Our brains also try to
NA
make sense of the things
that we see.

Assur is already the site
of amazing discoveries
such as ancient coffins
and gold, and scientists
were afraid that floodwaters would destroy
other undiscovered
artifacts.

Controlling to balloon.

The benefits of having
access over ownership.

No one knew how to
take the bicycle or the
automobile when they
first came out.

P3 MI

Passage Coding—Main Ideas
P5 MI

NA

NA

NA

Scientists aim to
uncover more hidden
secrets but argue that if
a dam is built nearby
and even if Assur
wasn’t flooded, rising
water could still
damage undiscovered
artifacts
NA

NA

NA

Give technology a
little time to grow.
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5

The
Rattlesnakes can
Rattlesnake be very dangerous
but have an
important part in
the ecosystem and
to tribal history
and deserve to live.

Weird Rain Animals falling
from the sky like
rain.

Cesar
Chavez

Sports
Drink

Mayflower
Compact

Wilma
Rudolph

4

Wilma Rudolph
—the life and
struggles of an
Olympian
When the
Mayflower arrived
in America.
Sports drinks are
not needed by
regular people that
don’t exercise
more than 60
minutes.
The life story of
Cesar Chavez

Title
BIT
Birth Order Birth order and its
effect on
personality.

Block

P3 MI
Youngest children
personalities.

Wilma had polio but
was able to walk by the
age of 12 without
assistance.
Three main points make
up the document.

P2 MI
Oldest children
personalities.

Wilma had a hard
childhood.

Cesar worked long hours
as a migrant worker,
when they lost the family
ranch.
When people say it’s
Bizarre things falling
“raining cats and dogs” from the sky.
they don’t mean it
literally
Rattlesnake are a scary The venomous snake has
venomous snakes.
many species in North
America and has long
fascinated man.

He devoted his life for
human dignity and
fairness.

NA

The last point is the
most important.

She started playing
sports and was very
successful.

P4 MI
Middle children and
their personalities.

NA

NA

Fastest woman in the
world.

P5 MI
Many things effect
birth order but there
are studies.

Today, humans often
kill snakes but they are
important to the
ecosystem.

NA

NA

School and Learning,
Cesar Chaves was
NA
English was difficult for willing to give anything
him.
to help better the lives
of migrant workers.
Other animals falling
How does precipitation Other scientists say we
from the sky.
happen?
do not know how
weird rain happens.

The pilgrims arrived in Fearing anarchy, the
the wrong place.
“Saints” decided to form
the Mayflower Compact.
When you sweat you
Most people think sports Water is the best
lose electrolytes, these drinks are healthy
beverage.
can be found in energy
drinks.

P1 MI
For years, people have
believed that birth
order effected
personality.
Wilma’s life story is
inspirational.
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Rocks show that the
Grand Canyon is very
old.

The Grand Canyon
astonishes millions of
visitors and geologists.

The formation of
today’s canyon

New ways to study
rocks.

Postulates are rules and
theorems are rules
based on postulates.

Geometry students
learn how to speak the
language of geometry
and prove an
argument.

The history of the
Grand Canyon.

Geometry doesn’t just
describe and identify
shapes but teaches how
to explain the shape.

The Grand
Canyon

Geometry makes the
student have to learn to
express why something is
the way it is.

P4 MI
It takes special volcanic
activity, such as magma
erupting, to bring
diamonds that were
formed billions of years
ago to the surface.

Geometry is a way Geometry is a way of
of communicating communicating with
with people.
someone.

P3 MI
They are found 100
miles underground
below the Earth’s crust
and are formed inside
the mantle, where
pressure
and temperatures can
reach 4,000 degrees
Fahrenheit.

The
Language
of
Geometry

P2 MI
A diamond, which is
made from the element
carbon, is the hardest
mineral on earth as
measured
by Mohs hardness scale.

7

P1 MI
Many diamonds, which
are considered to be a
type of crystal, were
found in
Crater of Diamonds
State Park during
2006
-2007 including a large
one that was 2.67
carats

P5 MI
All diamonds are all
old, but some scientist
s believe that the
mysterious black
diamonds were not
created underground
but could have been
created inside
supernovas and
traveled to Earth from
space.
School of
school that teaches The New Haven Fire
29 students participate in Students spend two
Being a fire fighter is
It is a dangerous job
what it takes to
Academy is a school
a 22
days a week learning in not an easy job; the
but they receive
Heroes
become a
for firefighters
-week long course from the classroom and three equipment weighs alone extensive training to
Firefighter.
where young students 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 pm. at days with hands on
weighs 40 pounds and
overcome fear
practice scrambling up the fire academy.
training because
each year about 100
so that they can help
ladders
firefighters have to
firefighters lose their
others
and walking down
know a lot of
lives—what they learn
buildings.
information, such as the could save their lives.
science of fires, how to
handle medical
emergencies,
and how
to rescue people from
burning buildings.
Carnivorou Functions of
How do Carnivorous
Venus flytrap most
Asian Pitcher Plant
NA
NA
s Plant
different types of
plants work?
familiar carnivorous
known for its leaves
Exhibit
Carnivorous plants
plant

BIT
diamonds
—the hardest
mineral on earth
and how they are
made
__

Title
Diamonds

Block
6
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BIT
Ideas about MarsPast and Present.

A Journey
West

Lewis and Clark’s
Expedition.

Buffalo Bill Buffalo Bill was a
showman who
embodied and
created the idea of
a cowboy.
Food
Food trucks are
Trucks
gaining
momentum in the
business world and
not everyone is
happy about it.

Title
Life on
Mars

President Jefferson
gave Lewis and Clark
three tasks.

Food trucks can pop up
anywhere and people
can find them via food
apps.

P1 MI
People have been
looking at Mars for
thousands of years.
William Frederick
Cody was not really a
cowboy.

Notes. BIT = Big Idea Topic; P = paragraph; M = main idea.

Block
Higher
Level

Restaurant owners and
city official do not
always like the idea of
food trucks.

Buffalo Bill’s Wild
West

Lewis and Clark tried to Some Native American
find the Pacific Ocean by tribes receive Lewis and
going up the Mississippi. Clark well, while others
refused to speak with
them.

Food trucks aren’t a new
concept but the food
being sold from them is
what’s different.

Cody won the name of
Buffalo Bill.

P2 MI
P3 MI
Predictions of the surface Life on Mars.
of Mars

They had to take
detailed notes of
landforms plants and
animals.

The food truck industry
shows no sign of
slowing and will
continue to grow.

Mythic portrayal of the
West.

P4 MI
NASA’s reports of
Mars.

P5 MI

Lewis and Clark found
the Pacific and
returned home after
three years.

NA

NA

NA
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Appendix G
Lesson Plan Template
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Passage Title
COLLEGE- AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS ADDRESSED:
Core Standard: (RI.9-10.2) Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their development;
summarize the key supporting details and ideas (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed: ELALiteracy RI.9-10.2)
Core Standard: (RI.8.10) Read and comprehend complex literary and informational texts in the grades 6-8
text complexity band independently and proficiently (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed:
ELA-Literacy RI.8.10; Utah State Core Language Arts, 2017).

OBJECTIVE
Students will learn to summarize expository text (using the big idea topic, key words and
phrases, and main idea sentences).
MATERIALS
 3 to 5 paragraph passage
 Pencil/pen
 Highlighter
 Summarization Guide
I. BEFORE READING
Purpose
Establish the purpose of why learning to summarizing text is important.
Sample Teacher Talk: Summarizing is important because it shows you understand
something you have read by reducing it to the most important points. You will use the
skill of summarizing throughout your life including in high school, college or other
training programs, work, and family life. You may even have to summarize a good movie
or book for a friend!
Activate prior knowledge by reviewing relevant skills.
Activate background knowledge.
Sample Teacher Talk: Each time we encounter new text we will first determine the topic
of the passage from reading the title. Then, we will identify what we know about the
topic, which we may learn more about in the passage. When we read, we will identify the
main ideas in each paragraph that should be included in our summary.
Quick check for understanding. Ask students:
a. What is a main idea in a paragraph? [Students should correctly answer: to
identify the most important information in a paragraph to include in a summary.]
Preview the passage.
Read the title together. Discuss what the student knows about the title and topic of the
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text. Use the image to support discussion.
Use study aides to help students learn and practice a new skill or strategy.
Introduce the Summarization Guide to serve as an organizer for the students to use while
they read the passage. On the Summarization Guide, review the three main sections,
topic, main ideas, and summarization. Sample Teacher Talk: Look at the Summarization
Guide. We will learn how to identify the most important information to include in a
summary.
1. First, we will identify the topic of the passage.
2. Second, we will write the main idea in each paragraph.
3. Third, we will summarize the main ideas across the passage.
Sample Teacher Talk: The title of this passage is _______________. From that title, I
know that ____________________. However, the picture gives us additional
information. I see __________________. This is showing _________________. Follow
along as I read this paragraph. I am going to see if I can identify the Big Idea Topic in
this passage from the information I know from the title, the picture, and the first
paragraph. I will write that on the Summarization Guide.
II. DURING READING
Use explicit instruction to teach a new skill or strategy. Break tasks into smaller
steps compared with more intensive forms of instruction.
Provide corrective feedback to support the student in identifying the correct topic based
on reading the title and reviewing the image. Referencing the Summarization Guide,
recognize the different information that may be included in a main idea.
Sample Teacher Talk: The main idea is the most important information about the topic. A
helpful hint to determine the main idea is to locate or generate most important
information about a person, place, object, or event in each paragraph. For example, as
we read, we can identify the key words and phrases that describe the topic. This will help
us locate or generating a main idea sentence.
Read paragraph one again. While model reading, identify key words and phrases in a
think aloud.
Sample Teacher Talk: I will read the paragraph aloud and highlight the key words and
phrases that demonstrates the most important who or what and what is happening.
Explicitly teach main idea is the most important information in a paragraph.
Sample Teacher Talk: The main idea of a paragraph is the most critical and important
information in a paragraph. It includes the most important KWPs. The main idea is a
complete sentence and includes at least one supporting detail. Sometimes the main idea is
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the first or last sentence, but not always. I am going to look for KWPs that have a
supporting detail. This will help me to decide what ideas are most important. Now I am
going to write those KWPs on the Summarization Guide. I will now use those KWPs to
generate a main idea sentence.
Provide students with opportunities to practice using the strategy. Monitor their
progress and provide immediate feedback.
Allow students adequate time to generate the main idea. While choral reading, monitor
students’ reading of key words and phrases for accuracy and automaticity. After reading
the paragraph, ask students to explain the meaning of key words or phrases necessary for
understanding the essential ideas in the passage.
Sample Teacher Talk: We are now going to read the second paragraph together. Let’s
think about the important KWPs as we read. Remember, a KWP demonstrates the most
important who or what and what is happening. Chorally read the paragraph.
What KWPs are important in this paragraph? Let’s highlight those. To help us decide
what are the most important KWP in the paragraph, I am going to locate one or more
supporting detail that provides support to one or more of these KWPs. I
think______________ is a supporting detail that supports this important KWP. Other
most important KWPs are the following… _____________ because_____________. Now
write the most important KWPs on the Summarization Guide. Then, use the KWPs to
generate a main idea sentence.
As students are reading the passage, allow students adequate time to log information in
the Summarization Guide.
Use explicit instruction to teach a new skill or strategy. Break tasks into smaller
steps compared with more intensive forms of instruction.
Explicitly teach summarization.
Sample Teacher Talk: A summary is a shortened version of the passage and contains
only the most important ideas. Follow the steps to summarize a passage:
1. State the Big Idea Topic Sentence
2. Combine Key Phrases and Main Ideas to explain what happened.
3. Include Details that Support the most important Main Ideas.
4. Only include Essential Information.
5. Combine Main Ideas sentences in a logical way.
Provide immediate and explicit error correction. Have the students practice the
correct response.
If students make errors while reading the words aloud, or if they express incorrect
answers, provide immediate and corrective feedback. Say the correct pronunciation of the
word and the meaning of the word. Have the students repeat the correct response. If
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students identify an incorrect main idea, remind them that the main idea is the most
important or essential information about the topic of the passage.
Provide positive reinforcement.
After students read the passage and complete the Summarization Guide, allow students to
edit any information logged in the Summarization Guide. Acknowledge that students will
use the Summarization Guide to summarize what the whole passage is about. Provide
points towards academic engagement for the participation, completeness, and accuracy. If
students make errors provide immediate and corrective feedback. Explain the correct
reasoning or evidence for the correct response. Note the correct location in the passage
and provide a think aloud to illustrate how a good reader can use the information to
determine the main idea. Have the student repeat the correct response.
Provide students with opportunities to practice using the strategy. Monitor their
progress and provide immediate feedback.
Provide a model summary of the passage.
Sample Teacher Talk: I am going to now use the Summarization Guide to generate (or
written summary if using for whole class instruction) an oral summary. I will start with
the Big Idea Topic. Is there anything I need to add or edit to create a better Big Idea
Topic? Now that I have edited my Big Idea Topic, I will include it and each main idea
sentence in the summary. I have already determined what the most essential information
and supporting details that should be included.
III. AFTER READING
Prompted and supported independent practice.
Allow the students an opportunity to review the Summarization Guide while providing
supportive practice.
Sample Teacher Talk: Now you will summarize this passage independently. Look at the
main ideas that explain the topic of the passage. Use the Summarization Guide to help
you summarize the most essential information in this passage.
Provide positive reinforcement.
After students summarize the passage, encourage students to review their Summarization
Guide to determine if there is any additional information they wish to add or to share
their answers and reasons with their partner before the whole class discussion. Provide a
few minutes for students to discuss possible differences and edit their responses (i.e.,
identification of a text structure type). Monitor the students’ discussions and remind
students that it is okay for them to change their initial answer after their conversations.
The teacher might select a few students to share their correct answers as a model for the
whole class.
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Summarization Guide
Before Reading: Big Idea Topic = the big idea of what the passage is about
The passage is about
____________________________________________________________________________

During Reading: Main Idea = most important information about what the paragraph is about
Paragraph 1: Key words or phrases



Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
____________________________________________________________________________

Paragraph 2: Key words or phrases






Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
___________________________________________________________________________

Paragraph 3: Key words or phrases






Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
____________________________________________________________________________

After Reading: Summarization = shortened version of the passage / most important ideas
1.

Start with the Big Idea Topic that tells what the passage is about

2.

Combine Key Phrases and Main Ideas in a logical way

3.

Include Details that Support the most important Main Ideas

4.

Only include Essential Information

Great job summarizing the main ideas of the passage!
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Summarization Guide Key Template
Before Reading: Big Idea Topic = the big idea of what the passage is about
(KEY for BIT: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and
complete-includes BIT+verb+descriptor)

The passage is about
____________________________________________________________________________
During Reading: Main Idea = most important information about what the paragraph is about
Paragraph 1: Key words or phrases
(KEY for KWP: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=for each most important KWP or closely related terms to
the models provided)







Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
(KEY for MI: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and completeincludes MI+SD/most important KWPs or closely related terms)

____________________________________________________________________________
Paragraph 2: Key words or phrases
(KEY for KWP: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=for each most important KWP or closely related terms to
the models provided)







Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
(KEY for MI: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and completeincludes MI+SD/most important KWPs or closely related terms)

___________________________________________________________________________

Paragraph 3: Key words or phrases
(KEY for KWP: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=for each most important KWP or closely related terms to
the models provided)







Main Idea Sentence: Most important information of what is happening
(KEY for MI: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and completeincludes MI+SD/most important KWPs or closely related terms)

____________________________________________________________________________
After Reading: Summarization = shortened version of the passage / most important ideas
5.

Start with the Big Idea Topic that tells what the passage is about

6.

Combine Key Phrases and Main Ideas in a logical way

7.

Include Details that Support the most important Main Ideas

8.

Only include Essential Information

Great job summarizing the main ideas of the passage!
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Assessing Summarization Oral Summary Scoring Form KEY Template
Title of Passage: _________________________

Student: ___________________________

I. Key Words or Phrases in the summary:
(KEY for KWP: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=for each most important KWP or closely related terms to the models
provided)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

II. Sentence level essential information in chronological/logical order:
(KEY for BIT: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and complete-includes
BIT+verb+descriptor)

Big Idea Topic (macrostructure of the text/global meaning)
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., The [dangers] of [climbing] [Mount Everest])
(KEY for MI: NR=no response; 0=incorrect response; 1=partially correct; 2=mostly correct; 3=correct and complete-includes
MI+SD/most important KWPs or closely related terms)

Main idea 1
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., [Climbing Mount Everest], the [world’s tallest mountain], is a [dangerous and deadly endeavor].)
Main idea 2
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., Because [Mount Everest] is at such a [high altitude] and [oxygen is thin] at this elevation, [life
threatening injuries] can occur in this [“death zone”].)
Main idea 3
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., Many [people die] or sustain [life-threatening injuries] trying to [climb Mount Everest], and climbers
should take time to [consider all of the risks].)
Main idea 4
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., Many [people die] or sustain [life-threatening injuries] trying to [climb Mount Everest], and climbers
should take time to [consider all of the risks].)
Main idea 5
__________________________________________________________________________________
(i.e., Many [people die] or sustain [life-threatening injuries] trying to [climb Mount Everest], and climbers
should take time to [consider all of the risks].)
(KEY for EI: NR=no response; 0=mostly NI; 1=mostly NEI; 2=mostly EI; 3=only EI-includes BIT+MI+SD)

Overall, relevance of text-based information/expression of the most important information from
passage
__________________________________________________________________________________
III. Summary Score Total:
Info Type Score
Notes
KWP
BIT
MI
EI/NEI/NI
EI included BIT: y n MI: y n SD: y n
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TOTAL
KWP = Key Words or Phrases
BIT= Big Idea Topic
MI = Main Ideas
SD = Supporting Details
EI = Essential Information
NEI = Non-Essential Information
NI = Not included in the text (student added text that is irrelevant/off-topic or student added text not
from the passage/representing background knowledge that may/may not be correct)
IV. Gold Standard Summary:
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Title of Passage: Trip to the Top
Key Words & Phrases—Total:
* = Most important (1 point earned for most important key word/phrase included in the summary)
17. climbing Mt. Everest

18. world’s tallest mtn

19. deadly challenge

20. 29,029 feet above sea
level

21. not enough oxygen

22. climbers can’t prepare

23. life threatening injuries

24. death zone

25. die trying

26. consider risks

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

SCORING KEY (0 = no answer or incorrect response; 1 = partially correct; 2 = complete answer)
Big Idea Topic (macrostructure of the text/global meaning)
The dangers of climbing Mount
Everest__________________________________________________________
Main idea 1(0 = no main idea identified or incorrect; 1 = partially correct; 2 = complete answer with SD)
Climbing Mount Everest, the world’s tallest mountain, is a dangerous and deadly endeavor
________________
Main idea 2(0 = no main idea identified or incorrect; 1 = partially correct; 2 = complete answer with SD)
Because Mount Everest is over 29,000 feet and oxygen is thin at this elevation, life-threatening injuries
can occur in this “death zone.”
Main idea 3(0 = no answer or wrong answer; 1 = partially correct; 2 = complete answer with SD)
Many people die trying to climb Mount Everest, and climbers should take time to consider all of the
risks before making an attempt.
Only EI (0 = opinion based or incorrect information included; 1 = NEI included from the text; 2 = only
included EI)
__________________________________________________________________________________
Combined MIs in a logical way (0 = no MIs combined; 1 = MIs combined and presented in a logical way)

Summary Score Total:
Info Type Score Possible Notes
KWP
10
BIT
2
MI
6
EI / NI
2
CMI
1
TOTAL
21
KWP = Key Words & Phrases
BIT = Big Idea Topic
MI = Main Ideas
SD = Supporting Details
EI = Essential Information
NI = Not included in the text (student added text that is irrelevant/off-topic or student added text not from
the passage/representing background knowledge that may/may not be correct)
CMI = Combined Main Ideas in a logical way

213
Gold Standard Summary:
Climbing Mount Everest, the world’s tallest mountain, is a dangerous endeavor.
Because Mount Everest is over 29,000 feet and oxygen is thin at this elevation, lifethreatening injuries can occur in this “death zone.” Many people die trying to climb
Mount Everest, and climbers should consider all of the risks before making an attempt.
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Fidelity of Implementation for EI-MIS Instructional Sessions
Phase:
Lesson #:
Passage title:
Lexile Analyzer level: _____ Grade level:__
Passage Text Structure:
Start time:_______ End time:_______
Initials of Observer: __________ Date Implemented:
Session length: ____
I. A. Before Reading Procedures (5 min for Procedural steps 1-7)
Researcher or Participant Action
1. Researcher reads the title
2. Researcher or participant state the meaning of the words in the passage
title
3. Participant writes the passage title on the Summarization Guide (SG)
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
4. Researcher model reads paragraph 1
5. Researcher models or prompts participant to identify the Big Idea Topic
(BIT) of the passage
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
6. Researcher prompts the participant to write the BIT on the SG
7. Participant writes the BIT on the SG
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)

Yes No

I. B. Instructional Sequence Score for Before Reading Procedures
Before Reading Score Ratio: /7
Percentage:
I. C. Number of Specific Praise or Corrective Feedback Statements in Before
Reading Activities
Specific Praise:
Corrective Feedback:
I. D. Implementation Quality Score for Before Reading Procedures
Code Definitions
1
< 30% (with approx. 0 to 1 specific praise statement or corrective feedback
observed)
2
> 60% (with approx. 2 specific praise statements or corrective feedback
observed)
3
> 90% (with approx. 3+ specific praise statements or corrective feedback
observed)
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II. A. During Reading Procedures (15 min for Procedural steps 1-24)
Researcher or Participant Action
1. Researcher defines a main idea is the most important information about
the topic which includes the most important information about a person,
place, object, or event in each paragraph
2.
Researcher models a think aloud to locate key words or phrases
(KWP) that describe the topic (to identify the most essential KWP)
3. Researcher models a think aloud of how to select the most essential
KWP by explaining the meaning and importance of KWP that describe
the topic
4. Researcher models a think aloud to locate supporting details that
describe the most essential KWP
5. Researcher prompts participant to write the most essential KWP on the
SG
6. Researcher models a think aloud to identify the most essential KWP
that include supporting details that describe the topic to identify
essential info for MIS
7. Researcher models a think aloud of how to locate or generate a main
idea sentence (MIS) from combining the most essential KWP (may be
included in 6)
8. Researcher prompts participant to write a MIS on the SG
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
9. Researcher and participant choral read paragraph 2 aloud (5 min)
10. Researcher prompts participant to locate KWP that describe the topic
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
11. Researcher explains the meaning and importance of KWP that describe
the topic
12. Researcher models or prompts participant to locate supporting details
that describe the most essential KWP
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
13. Researcher prompts the participant to write the most essential KWP on
the SG
14. Researcher models or prompts participant to identify the most essential
KWP by circling the key words or phrases that include supporting
details that describe the topic (NA unless the circling behavior is
affirmed)
15. Researcher models or prompts participant to locate or generate a MIS
from combining the most essential KWP
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
16. Researcher prompts participant to write a MIS on the SG

Yes No
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a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
17. Researcher prompts participant to independently read paragraph 3 aloud
(5 min)
18. Researcher prompts participant to locate KWP that describe the topic
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
19. Researcher explains the meaning and importance of KWP that describe
the topic
20. Researcher prompts the participant to locate supporting details that
describe the most essential KWP (Depending on the passage, this may be
NA)
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
21. Participant writes the most essential KWP on the SG
22. Researcher prompts participant to identify the most essential KWP that
include supporting details that describe the topic to identify essential
info for MIS
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
23. Participant locates or generates a MIS from combining the most
essential KWP
24. Participant writes a MIS on the SG
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
Note. Do not complete for passages with 4 paragraphs because the instructional sequence is the same as expected with paragraph 3.

II. B. Instructional Sequence Score for During Reading Procedures
During Reading Score
Ratio: /24
Percentage:
Note. Reduce the total ratio by the number of items that were NA because they were embedded in another item or the passage did not
allow for it.

II. C. Number of Specific Praise or Corrective Feedback Statements in During
Reading Activities
Specific Praise:
Corrective Feedback:
II. D. Implementation Quality Score for During Reading Procedures
Code Definitions
1
< 30% (with approx. 0 to 2 praise statement or corrective feedback observed)
2
> 60% (with approx. 3 to 5 praise statements or corrective feedback observed)
3
> 90% (with approx. 6 to 9+ praise statements or corrective feedback observed)
Check here if the passage is more than 3 paragraphs in length.
III. A. After Reading Procedures (5 min for procedural steps 1-9)
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

Researcher or Participant Action
Researcher defines a summary is a shortened version of the passage and
contains only the most important ideas
Researcher models a think aloud of the relationships among main ideas
and details that support the BIT to describe the passage
Researcher prompts participant to verify the BIT is correct on the SG
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
Researcher models generating a BIT sentence
Researcher models a think aloud of how to logically organize the MIS
in an oral summary
Researcher generates an oral summary of the essential MIS that relate
to the topic
Researcher prompts participant to orally generate a sentence about the
BIT
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
Researcher prompts participant to edit or expand information on the
SG
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)
Participant generates an oral summary (using the steps on the SG as a
support)
a. Researcher provides specific praise or corrective feedback (when
necessary)

Yes

III. B. Instructional Sequence Score for After Reading Procedures
After Reading Score
Ratio: /9
Percentage:
III. C. Number of Specific Praise or Corrective Feedback Statements in After
Reading Activities
Specific Praise:
Corrective Feedback:
III. D. Identify Implementation Quality Code for After Reading Procedures
Code Definitions
1
< 30% (with approx. 0-1 specific praise statement or corrective feedback
observed)
2
> 60% (with approx. 2-3 specific praise statements or corrective feedback
observed)
3
> 90% (with approx. 4+ specific praise statements or corrective feedback
observed)

No
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IV. A. TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL SEQUENCE SCORE
Before Reading Ratio: /7
During Reading Ratio: /24
After Reading Ratio: /9
TOTAL Ratio: /40

Percentage:
Percentage:
Percentage:
Percentage:

Note. Adjust the During Reading total ratio as recorded in II. B.

IV. B. TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL QUALITY SCORE
Implementation Quality
Score
TOTAL Ratio: /9

Percentage:

IV. C. TOTAL FIDELITY SCORE OF IV. A. + IV. B.
Instructional Sequence Score
Ratio: /40
Implementation Quality
Ratio: /9
Score
TOTAL PERCENTAGE = Instructional sequence score +
Percentage:
implementation quality score divided by 49
Note. Adjust the During Reading total ratio as recorded in II. B.
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Appendix M
Scoring Procedure
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The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and Summarization Instruction on Reading
Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative High School Students
Scoring Procedures: Summarization Guide
Materials for scoring a student’s summarization guide
1. Passage
2. Summarization Guide Key
3. Student’s completed Summarization Guide
4. Access to BOX.com
Directions for scoring a student’s summarization guide
1. Read the passage. Score each student’s response by referring to the
Summarization Guide Key and following the directions below. Write
the student’s score in red in the right margin next to the student’s written response.
2. [BIT Score 1]. Score the Big Idea Topic (BIT) based on the inclusion of what the

passage is about. Note: Students should receive partial points if they identify the topic
or subject of the passage. For full points, students should include the topic with a verb
and descriptor, such as an adverb or an adjective, to express a more complete
understanding of the topic and what the topic is about.

NR
0
1
2
3

Scoring Big Idea Topic
No response given; left blank
Incorrect response (e.g., restating the title)
Partially correct and complete response (e.g., stating only the correct topic or
subject of the passage)
Mostly correct and complete response (e.g., correct topic and mostly
complete but missing verb or descriptor to fully express what the topic is about)
Correct and complete response (e.g., a complete idea of the topic, subject or
them, includes BIT + verb + descriptor)

3. [Paragraph 1 KWP Score 2]. Score the key words or phrases (KWP) per

paragraph by awarding +1 for each essential KWP identified (or closely related terms
to the models provided). Note: Passages vary in paragraphs. Some Summarization
Guide forms may include more paragraph boxes than the number of paragraphs in the
passage read. The interventionist will mark any additional paragraph boxes with an X
to indicate that those boxes are not applicable during scoring. Students may
score a NR if they do not write any KWP or score a 0 if the response is incorrect.
Students may score up to the max points for KWP. The total
possible points is indicated on the Summarization Guide Key.
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NR
0
1

Scoring Key Words or Phrases
No response given; left blank
Not identified as an essential KWP; synonym to another KWP already written
and not text-based; incorrect response
Provides a KWP on the SG Key; a closely related term to the model provided
[Paragraph 1 MIS Score 3]. Score the main idea sentence (MIS) using the
Summarization Guide Key. The MIS should capture the most important KWP and
contain a SD (which may be a bold KWP determined to be essential information).

NR
0
1
2
3

Scoring the Main Idea Sentence/Statement
No response given; left blank
Incorrect response (e.g., does not include any KWPs; includes irrelevant or
nonessential information or not text-based information
Partially correct response (e.g., includes at least 1 bold KWP or closely related
term)
Mostly correct response (e.g., includes bold KWPs or closely related terms;
should include at least 2 bold KWPs)
Correct and complete response (e.g., includes bold KWPs or closely related
terms; includes all [KWPs] identified in the model sentence on the key,
includes MI+SD/most essential KWPs or closely related terms)

4. [Paragraph 2 KWP Score 4; Paragraph 3 KWP Score 6]. Like step 3, score the

key words or phrases (KWP) per paragraph by awarding +1
for each essential KWP identified (or closely related terms to the models provided).
Repeat this procedure until KWP is scored for each paragraph.
[Paragraph 2 MIS Score 5; Paragraph 3 MIS Score 7]. Like step 3, score the main
idea sentence (MIS) using the Summarization Guide Key. The MIS should
capture the most important KWP and contain a SD (which may be a bold KWP
determined to be essential information). Repeat this procedure until each
paragraph MIS is scored.
5. [After Reading Summ Score 8]. Write the score earned per paragraph (KWPs +

MIS quality score) in the right margin next to the text box.
6. [After Reading Summ Score 9]. TOTAL the score (BIT + per paragraph score)

and write it at the top of the measure.
7. Scan the measure and save it in the BOX folder labeled DATA

/ SUMMARIZATION GUIDES. (Example: P1Fred_SGTriptotheTop_09202017)
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Scoring Procedures: Assessing Summarization: Oral Summaries
Materials for scoring a student’s summarization guide
1. Passage
2. Assessing Summarization: Oral Summary Key
3. Assessing Summarization: Oral Summary Score Form
4. Student’s audio recording of Oral Summary
5. Access to BOX.com
Directions for scoring a student’s summarization guide
1. Listen to the oral summary.
2. Type the title of the passage at the top of the ASSESSING SUMMARIZATION:

Oral Summary Score Form.
Transcribe the summary at the end of a blank ASSESSING SUMMARIZATION:
Oral Summary Score Form (word document).
3. Type each KWP the participant stated in the oral summary in a separate text

box in the first section on the form I. KEY WORDS OR PHRASES.
4. [KWP Score 1]. Score the key words or phrases (KWP) by awarding +1 for

each essential KWP stated in the oral summary (or closely related terms to the
models provided). Note: Students may score a NR if they did not state anything on the
recording or score a 0 if the response is incorrect. Students may score up to the max
points for KWP. The total possible points is indicated on the ASSESSING
SUMMARIZATION: Oral Summary Score Form Key. Record the TOTAL score for
KWPs in the right-hand margin.
Scoring Key Words or Phrases
NR
0
1

No response given
Not identified as an essential KWP; synonym to another KWP already written
and not text-based; incorrect response
Provides a KWP on the SG Key; a closely related term to the model provided

5. Type the BIT sentence/statement in the second section on the form II. Sentence

level essential information.
6. [BIT Score 2]. Score the Big Idea Topic (BIT) based on the inclusion of what the

passage is about.

NR
0

Scoring Big Idea Topic
No response given; left blank
Incorrect response (e.g., restating the title)
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1
2
3

Partially correct and complete response (e.g., stating only the correct topic or
subject of the passage)
Mostly correct and complete response (e.g., correct topic and mostly
complete but missing verb or descriptor to fully express what the topic is about)
Correct and complete response (e.g., a complete idea of the topic, subject or
them, includes BIT + verb + descriptor)

7. Type each MIS the participant stated in the oral summary in each designated

area.
8. [MIS Score 3]. Score each MIS based on the inclusion of the essential KWPs.

Record the score in the right-hand margin.

NR
0
1
2
3

Scoring the Main Idea Sentence/Statement
No response given; left blank
Incorrect response (e.g., does not include any KWPs; includes irrelevant or
nonessential information or not text-based information
Partially correct response (e.g., includes at least 1 bold KWP or closely related
term)
Mostly correct response (e.g., includes bold KWPs or closely related terms;
should include at least 2 bold KWPs)
Correct and complete response (e.g., includes bold KWPs or closely related
terms; includes all [KWPs] identified in the model sentence on the key,
includes MI+SD/most essential KWPs or closely related terms)

9. Mark the box to the left of the scribed MIS after the score has been recorded.
10. [MIS Score 4]. Repeat the procedure until all MISs have been scored and

recorded.
11. [EI Score 5]. Score the overall, relevance of text-based information or expression

of the most important information from passage, and mark the box.

NR
0

1
2
3

Scoring the Main Idea Sentence/Statement
No response given
mostly NI (Not included in the text (student added text that is irrelevant/off-topic
or student added text not from the passage/representing background knowledge
that may/may not be correct)
mostly NEI (Non-Essential Information)
mostly EI (Essential Information)
includes BIT+MI+SD
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12. Record the scores for each section in the third section III. SUMMARY SCORE

TOTAL table and calculate the TOTAL earned.
13. Save the file in the BOX folder labeled DATA / ORAL SUMMARIES (Example:

P1Fred_OSTriptotheTop_09202017)
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Appendix N
Main Idea and Summarization Knowledge Test: Form A
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Name:
Date:

______

Start Time:
Administrator:

End Time:

Answer the 10 items best you can.
1. What is a main idea? _________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
2. What is a summary? _________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________
3. What is a supporting detail? ___________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
4. Why is it important to know how to summarize? ___________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
5. Read the paragraph. Generate the Big Idea Topic of the paragraph.
California, Maine, and Maryland recently passed laws prohibiting people from
throwing away electronic waste with regular garbage. Electronic waste, or e-waste,
includes televisions, computers, and cell phones.
Big Idea Topic:___________________________________________________________
6. Read the paragraph. Locate the best main idea sentence from the choices.
Schaden says the mummies may be members of a pharaoh’s court, but some
people have speculated that the tomb may hold the mummy of Nefertiti—one of Egypt’s
most beautiful and powerful queens. Even if the tomb doesn’t hold Nefertiti’s remains,
it’s still the find of a lifetime.
a. The mummies may be members of a pharaoh’s court.
b. The tomb may hold the mummy of Mefertiti.
c. Nerfertiti is one of Egypt’s most beautiful and powerful queens.
d. Even though they do not know who is in the tomb, it is still the find of a
lifetime.
7. Read the paragraph. Generate a main idea sentence and write it below.
What happens to old school buses when they can no longer safely carry kids to
school? Most go to junkyards to be converted to scrap metal. But a few of the old
vehicles find new lives—in the center of Africa. Most of those buses end up on the streets
of Kinshasa, the capital of the Democratic Republic of the Congo.
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Main Idea sentence: _______________________________________________________
Read the passage to answer questions 8 and 9.
Some dogs track criminals. Other dogs sniff out quail. In Florida, National Park
Service officials are training a beagle puppy, nicknamed “Python Pete,” to locate 15-foot
pythons.
For years, Burmese pythons, which are not native to Florida, have been
threatening to overrun Everglades National Park. Exotic pet owners introduced the
reptiles to the region by dumping them in the forests of southern Florida. Over 100
snakes have been caught in the Park. They have been causing problems ever since by
eating trees and other wildlife.
That’s where “Python Pete” comes in. The dog’s owner, Lori Oberhofer, who
works for the National Park Service, has been training Pete to track pythons and to bark
when he spots one. Park officials would then spring into action, capturing and removing
the reptile.
Twice a week, Oberhofer puts a live python in a bag and drags it through a field.
She then drops the bag and Pete’s favorite rope toy. Oberhofer hooks Pete up to a special
harness so he knows that it’s time to find a snake. “He continues to show improvement
each time I take him out to train,” she said. “Python Pete” can locate and “It hasn’t taken
him long to figure out that smelling a python means playtime for him.”
8. The best Big Idea Topic sentence for the passage is:
a. Park officials have captured over 100 pythons.
b. “Python Pete” plays with the snakes.
c. A park service worker trains her dog to look for pythons.
d. Dogs are sniffing out quails.
9. The best main idea of the second paragraph is:
a. Pythons have been threatening to overrun Everglades National Park.
b. Pet owners introduced the reptiles to the region by dumping them in the forest.
c. Pythons cause problems.
d. A total of 100 snakes have been caught in the park.
10. Read the summary paragraph about the passage you just read. Which sentence
could be added to the summary paragraph below to make the summary accurate
and complete?
Pythons in Everglades National Park, released by pet owners, cause many
problems for the environment and the wildlife. The park service is training a dog to track
and locate pythons so they can be removed.
a. Oberhofer puts a live python in a bag and drags it through the field.
b. “Python Pete’s” training will help him improve at tracking pythons.
c. Pythons are not native to Florida.
Passages & questions adapted from Readworks.org; 970L - 1180L
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Appendix O
Background Knowledge Self-Report Measure
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Name:
Date:
Passage title:
State the big idea topic of the passage:
Indicate your level of knowledge on the topic with 1 as a low level of knowledge and 5 as
a high level of knowledge.
1
2
3
4
5
Lowest
Lower
Moderate
Higher
Highest
I do
I know about
not know anything this topic, but I
about this topic. do not recall
any details
about it.

I know a little I know a lot
I know a ton about
about this topic - about this topic this topic - I have
I have read or - I have read, read, studied, and
heard about this studied, or
participated in a
topic and
participated in a discussion about
I know a few
discussion about this topic several
times
details about it. this topic.

Share all that you know about this topic:

(will be scribed following the oral presentation)
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Appendix P
Social Validity
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Social Validity
Directions: Please circle a rating for each statement using this 5-point scale (1- strongly
disagree, 2 – somewhat disagree, 3 – neutral, 4 –somewhat agree, 5 strongly agree).
1.

The summarization strategy helped me be a better reader.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5

2. I can explain the definition of main ideas and summaries to a friend.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
3. I can locate or generate main ideas better than before.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
4. I can find the most important parts of a passage better than before.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
5. Summarization helped me to understand difficult reading passages.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6. It is easier to summarize a passage now.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
7. I liked using this strategy.
Strongly
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
1
2

Neutral
3

Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
4

5

Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
4

5
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8. I became a better reader because I learned more about main ideas and summarization.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
9. I will use this strategy in the future in other classes.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
10. Teachers in other classes could teach summarization in a group setting.
Strongly
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree
Disagree
1
2
3
4
5
Is there anything else you would like to add?
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Appendix Q
Directions for Administering Summarization Measure
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Directions for Administering Summarization Measure
1. Distribute passage.
2. Distribute Summarization Guide.
3. Demonstrate how to use the voice recorder.
You are going to read a passage, complete the Summarization Guide, and record an
oral summary for this passage. We will score this measure to see how you improve in
locating and generating main idea sentences and summaries over the course of
instruction. Always try your best. If you have a clarification question on what you are
supposed to do, please ask. Before you begin, I want to get a sense of how much you
know about the topic you are going to read about.
4. The title of this passage is ________________________.
5. Based on the information you see, what is this passage about?
___________________________________________________.
6. Yes, the passage is about
___________________________________________________.
7. Administer the Background Knowledge Self-Report Measure.
8. As you read the passage, complete the Summarization Guide as best you can.
Once you have finished reading and completing the guide, record an oral summary
using the voice recorder. Before you begin recording the summary, please state your
psuedo- name. Then continue with the oral summary recording. You may use the
passage and the Summarization Guide if you need to reference it while you are
recording your summary.
9. You may take as much time as you need to complete the two activities.
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Introductory Lesson Plan 1
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Introductory Lesson Plan 1
INTRODUCTORY LESSON 1 (30 min): The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and
Summarization Instruction on Reading Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative
High School Students
Core Standard: (RI.9-10.2) Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their development;
summarize the key supporting details and ideas (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed: ELALiteracy RI.9-10.2)
Core Standard: (RI.8.10) Read and comprehend complex literary and informational texts in the grades 6-8
text complexity band independently and proficiently (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed:
ELA-Literacy RI.8.10; Utah State Core Language Arts, 2017).

OBJECTIVE
Students will describe the importance of
knowing how to summarize.
Students will be able to define main idea
and summarization terminology and locate
KWPs and MIS.

MATERIALS
Lesson Plan
Student Folder/Materials
Dry erase marker
Sheet protectors
Dry cloth

INTRODUCTION
1. Interventionist asks participant to respond to the question and will discuss the
rationale of why we are learning the skill of summarization.
Why is important to know how to summarize?
Summarizing is important because it shows you understand something you have read by
reducing it to the most important points. You will use the skill of summarizing throughout
your life including in high school, college or other training programs, work, and family
life. You may even have to summarize a good movie or book for a friend!
Today we are going to learn some key terms that will help us with generating a summary.
The terms are Big Idea Topic (BIT), Key Words or Phrases (KWP), and Main Ideas. You
may actually know some of these terms already. We will talk about how understanding
each of these will help us to generate the most accurate and complete summary possible!
LESSON: Gradual Release Model
I do

2. The first term is the Big Idea Topic (BIT). Present the definition of
the BIT. Discuss the meaning and importance of the BIT.
3. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 1.
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4. Read the title
5. Provide a think aloud while discussing the title and the
accompanying picture. State the meaning of the words in the title.
Sample script provided below.
The title of this passage is “A Trip to the Top.” From that title, I
know that someone is going on a trip somewhere and to the top of
something, but I don’t know what that is. However, the picture gives
us additional information. I see the top is the top of Mount Everest.
There are also numbers that show the altitude at each one of these
points. This is showing that Mt. Everest is at a very high altitude.
Follow along as I read this paragraph. I am going to see if I can
identify the BIT in this passage from the information I know from the
title, the picture, and the first paragraph.
6. Read Sample Paragraph 1 in the teacher/student materials. Ask the
student to follow along as the paragraph is read aloud.
7. Interventionist and participant identify the BIT of the passage
a. Provide corrective feedback and praise (when necessary)
What is the BIT? We know this passage is about climbing Mount
Everest, but I think it is also going to be about the “dangers” of
climbing Mount Everest based on information we just read. The
author talks about it being “dangerous” and a “deadly challenge”
for even those that are experienced.
8. Participant writes the BIT on the line under Paragraph 1.
a. Provide corrective feedback and praise (when necessary)
So I think the BIT is… “the dangers of climbing Mount Everest.” Go
ahead and write that down on the line below the paragraph.
9. Other terms you will need to know include Key Words or Phrases
(KWPs). Present the definition of the KWPs. Discuss the meaning
and importance of the KWPs.
10. Model read sample paragraph 1 (2nd time) aloud (5 min)
11. Model a think aloud of how to locate the most essential key words or
phrases by explaining the meaning and importance of KWP that
describe the topic.
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We are going to look at Sample Paragraph 1 and identify the most
important KWPs. I think the most important KWPs are the
following…(see Introductory Lessons KEY in Supplementary
Materials).
12. Model a think-aloud of how to select the most essential KWP
13. Model a think aloud to locate SD that describe the most essential
KWP as needed
14. Prompt the student to Circle/highlight the most essential KWP on
the SG
a. Provide corrective feedback to identify the most essential KWP
by highlighting the KWP that include supporting details that
describe the topic and provides praise (when necessary).
We do

15. Ask participant to locate Sample Paragraph 2. Chorally read the
paragraph together.
Now that I have modeled how to identify KWP, lets read Sample
Paragraph 2 together. Think about the most important points as we
read the paragraph. Then you can highlight the KWPs in this
paragraph.
16. Ask participant to circle/highlight the most important KWPs
following the procedure above.
a. Provide corrective feedback to identify the most essential KWP
by circling the KWP that include supporting details that
describe the topic and provides praise (when necessary).

I do

17. The final term we are going to discuss today is a Main Idea Sentence
(MIS). Present the definition of the MIS. Discuss the meaning and
importance of the MIS.
18. Interventionist asks student to locate Sample Paragraph 1. Model
writing a MIS by using the most important KWPs in the paragraph.
19. Locate or generate a MIS from combining the most essential KWP
20. Participant writes a MIS in the designated space
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise (when
necessary)
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After I read this paragraph, I knew that the author is saying it is
dangerous to climb Mount Everest. If I look at the KWPs I identified,
I think I can make a sentence that represents that idea (see
Introductory Lessons KEY in Supplementary Materials). Climbing
Mount Everest, the worlds’ tallest mountain, is a dangerous and
deadly endeavor. Can you think of another way you could state this
main idea? Go ahead and write the MIS under Sample Paragraph 1
in the designated area.
We do

21. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 2. Prompt student to read
Sample Paragraph 2 aloud.
Go ahead and read Sample Paragraph 2 aloud. You have already
located the most important KWPs in this paragraph that describe the
topic. As you read, think about how you will combine these KWPs
into a strong MIS.
22. Interventionist asks participant to locate or generate a main idea
sentence from combining the most essential key words or phrases
23. Participant writes a MIS in the designated space.
a. Provide corrective feedback and praise (when necessary)

You do

1. Ask participant to locate Sample Paragraph 3. Prompt student to read
Sample Paragraph 3 aloud.
2. Prompt participant to locate the KWP.
3. Prompt participant to circle the most essential KWP that have SD.
4. Locate or generate a MIS from combining the most essential KWP.
5. Participant writes a MIS in the designated space.
b. Provide corrective feedback and praise (when necessary)

CLOSING
Why is important to know how to summarize?
6. Review all of the terms introduced. Repeat the rationale of why the skill of
summarizing is important.
Summarizing is important because it shows you understand something you have read by
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reducing it to the most important points. You will use the skill of summarizing throughout
your life including in high school, college or other training programs, work, and family
life. You may even have to summarize a good movie or book for a friend!

Now that you understand the terms related to summarization and have practiced
identifying BITs, KWPs, and MIS, I think you will be more successful at generating a
summary. In our future lessons, we will practice this with different passages, and you will
practice performing these skills on your own as well.
What is a Big Idea Topic (BIT)?
How would you describe Key Words or Phrases (KWP)?
What is a Main Ideas Sentence (MIS)?
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise (when necessary)
7. Interventionist explains that in the next lesson, other key terms will be introduced
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Introductory Lesson Plan 2
INTRODUCTORY LESSON 2 (30 min): The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and
Summarization Instruction on Reading Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative
High School Students
Core Standard: (RI.9-10.2) Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their development;
summarize the key supporting details and ideas (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed: ELALiteracy RI.9-10.2)
Core Standard: (RI.8.10) Read and comprehend complex literary and informational texts in the grades 6-8
text complexity band independently and proficiently (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed:
ELA-Literacy RI.8.10; Utah State Core Language Arts, 2017).

OBJECTIVE
Students will describe the importance of
knowing how to summarize.
Students will be able to define main idea
and summarization terminology and locate
KWPs and MIS.

MATERIALS
Lesson Plan
Student Folder/Materials
Dry erase marker
Sheet protectors
Dry cloth

INTRODUCTION
1. Interventionist asks participant to respond to the question as a review of
Introductory Lesson 1.
Why is it important to know how to summarize?
Summarizing is important because it shows you understand something you have read by
reducing it to the most important points. You will use the skill of summarizing throughout
your life including in high school, college or other training programs, work, and family
life. You may even have to summarize a good movie or book for a friend!
2. Interventionist asks participant to review the terms that were introduced in
Introductory Lesson 1.
Last time we learned some terminology that will help us generate more accurate and
complete summaries. Let us review those terms: BIT, KWP, and MIS
What is a BIT? What are KWP? What is a MIS?
3. Interventionist provides the terminology reference sheet if the student is unable to
provide the definitions on his/her own.
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4. Interventionist reviews definitions and ask student to restate. Show examples of
each from Sample Paragraph 1 as taught during Introductory Lesson 1.
5. Interventionist introduces the new terminology for the lesson (SD, EI, and
Summary)
Today we are going to learn some additional terms that will help us with generating a
summary. The terms are Supporting Details (SD), Essential and Non-Essential Ideas (EI;
NEI), and specific what is included in a Summary). You may actually know some of these
terms already. We will talk about how understanding each of these will help us to
generate the most accurate and complete summary possible!
LESSON: Gradual Release Model
I do

6. The first term is Supporting Details (SD). Present the definition of
SD as described on the Terminology Reference Sheet.
7. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 2 and the MIS for that
paragraph. Use the MIS that was modeled in the previous lesson to
demonstrate a SD.
We created a MIS with a paragraph we read from “A Trip to the
Top.” The MIS sentence is… Because Mount Everest is at such a
high altitude and oxygen is thin at this elevation, life-threatening
injuries can occur in this “death zone.”
Our MI in this sentence is “Mount Everest can cause life-threatening
injuries.” The SD is the “why” Mount Everest” is so dangerous. We
indicated in this sentence that it causes life-threatening injuries
because of the high altitude and lack of oxygen at this elevation. This
is the SD.

We do

8. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 3 and the MIS for that
paragraph. The student will use the MIS that was generated in the
previous lesson to demonstrate a SD. Provide the following prompts.
What is the MIS for this paragraph? Yes, “climbers should consider
all of the risks.” Why should climbers consider the risks? You are
correct. Because “many people die trying to climb Mount Everest.”
That is the SD for that sentence.
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise (when
necessary)

I do

9. Other terms that are important to understand are Essential and Non-
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Essential Ideas (EI; NEI). Present the definition of EI as described on
the Terminology Reference Sheet.
10. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 1.
In this paragraph, the author talks about that people often think that
is just takes money and a professional guide. Now that we have read
the whole passage, I don’t think we should include it as part of the
most important information in the passage. Sometimes in
introduction paragraphs, the author gives us information that is not
essential to understanding the topic and main idea. He or she is just
introducing the topic and maybe giving a reason why he/she is
writing it. That is what this author is doing here. So EI is only the
most important information. NEI is not needed. In other words, we
could get rid of this information and still understand what this
passage is about.
We do

11. Ask student to locate Sample Paragraph 4. Student will practice (with
guidance) identifying the BIT, KWPs, MIS, and NEI.
This is a paragraph from a new passage. What is the title? What do
you think it will be about? Let’s read it together. Then I want you to
see if you can identify the BIT, KWPs, locate or generate a MIS, and
tell me the information that is NE.
First, write the BIT in the space provided. Good! Yes, I agree that
“Loss of Bees Cause Problems” is a good BIT.
a. Interventionist provides specific praise or corrective feedback
(when necessary)
Now, highlight the KWPs. See Introductory Lesson KEY.
a. Interventionist provides specific praise or corrective feedback
(when necessary)
Locate or generate a MIS using the KWPs.
a. Interventionist provides specific praise or corrective feedback
(when necessary)

I do

12. Introduce parts of a Summary. Present the definition of a summary as
described on the Terminology Reference Sheet.
So if we want to create a summary, we should reduce a longer
passage to its most important MIs and SDs. A good summary is text-
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based and does not include NEI. A summary should include the
following: 1) BIT; 2) Most important KWPs; 3) SDs; & 4) Only EI.
We do

13. Ask student to write the four parts of a summary in the space
provided in the supplementary materials.
a. Interventionist provides specific praise or corrective feedback
(when necessary)
CLOSING

Review all of the terms introduced. Repeat the rationale of why the skill of summarizing
is important.
Now that you understand the terms related to summarization and have practiced
identifying BITs, KWPs, and MIS, I think you will be more successful at generating a
summary. In our future lessons, we will practice this with different passages, and you will
practice performing these skills on your own as well.
You do

14. Ask student to complete the Main Idea and Summarization
Knowledge Test. If the student demonstrates a score of 80% or
better, s/he will enter the intervention phase.
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Student Supplementary Materials
A Trip to the Top

SAMPLE PARAGRAPH 1:
One ambitious achievement that many people yearn to accomplish is to reach the
peak of Mount Everest. However, many people do not realize how dangerous a trip to the
top of the world’s tallest mountain truly is. Aspiring climbers often believe that all they
need to do to reach the summit of Everest is to have the money to travel to the
mountain—located on the border of China and Nepal—and hire a professional guide to
assist them. But the mountain poses deadly challenges for even the most experienced
mountaineers.


WHAT IS THE BIG IDEA TOPIC:____________________________________



HIGHLIGHT THE KEY WORDS OR PHRASES.



MAIN IDEA SENTENCE FOR PARAGRAPH 1.

SAMPLE PARAGRAPH 2:
The mountaintop stands 29,029 feet above sea level. At altitudes higher than
26,000 feet above sea level, there is not enough oxygen in the atmosphere to sustain
human life. Brain cells begin to die, blood begins to thicken, and vital organs can shut
down without warning. Once climbers reach this “death zone,” it is a race to the top and
back down to a safer altitude before sickness sets in or any debilitating injuries occur.
There is no way for climbers to prepare for this atmosphere, and even the strongest
mountaineers are in grave danger in the death zone.
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HIGHLIGHT THE KEY WORDS OR PHRASES.



MAIN IDEA SENTENCE FOR PARAGRAPH 2.

SAMPLE PARAGRAPH 3:
Determined climbers first began trying to reach Everest’s peak in 1922. Since
then, over 200 people have died on the mountain. Some climbers have lost limbs due to
frostbite or untreated injuries sustained during the summit. Those interested in ascending
Everest should take plenty of time to consider the many inherent risks that come with
climbing the mountain.
 HIGHLIGHT THE KEY WORDS OR PHRASES.


MAIN IDEA SENTENCE FOR PARAGRAPH 3.

World Wide Loss of Bees a Growing Concern (ReadWorks)

SAMPLE PARAGRAPH 4:
When we think of bees, we think of pesky, buzzing insects that sting us and ruin
outdoor gatherings. We might wonder: how badly can we possibly need bees? The truth
is, bees are an incredibly important part of our ecosystem on Earth—no matter how
annoying they may be to humans. Unfortunately, bees have been disappearing around the
world for some time now, and their mass disappearance continues to present new
problems around the planet.
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WHAT IS THE BIG IDEA TOPIC:____________________________________



HIGHLIGHT THE KEY WORDS OR PHRASES.



MAIN IDEA SENTENCE FOR PARAGRAPH 1.

How to Summarize:
1.
2.
3.
4.
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Model Lesson Plan
INTERVENTION LESSON 1 (30 min): The Effects of Explicit Main Idea and
Summarization
Instruction on Reading Comprehension of Expository Text for Alternative High School
Students
Core Standard: (RI.9-10.2) Determine central ideas or themes of a text and analyze their development;
summarize the key supporting details and ideas (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed: ELALiteracy RI.9-10.2)
Core Standard: (RI.8.10) Read and comprehend complex literary and informational texts in the grades 6-8
text complexity band independently and proficiently (College- and Career-Ready Standards Addressed:
ELA-Literacy RI.8.10; Utah State Core Language Arts, 2017).

OBJECTIVE
Students will locate/generate the BIT, KWPs,
and MIS using the SG.
Students will summarize a passage by
reducing a longer passage to its most
important MIs and SDs. A good summary is
text-based and does not include NEI. A
summary should include the following:
(1) Start with the Big Idea Topic that
tells what the passage is about,
(2) Combine Key Phrases and Main
Ideas in a logical way,
(3) Include Details that Support the
most important Main Ideas, and
(4) Only include Essential
Information

MATERIALS
Lesson Plan
Student Folder/Materials
Dry erase marker
Sheet protectors
Dry cloth

INTRODUCTION
Why is important to know how to summarize?
Summarizing is important because it shows you understand something you have read by
reducing it to the most important points. You will use the skill of summarizing throughout
your life including in high school, college or other training programs, work, and family
life. You may even have to summarize a good movie or book for a friend!
Today we are going practice using the skills you learned in the previous lessons. You will
locate/generate a BIT, KWPs, MIS, and also create an oral summary.
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LESSON: Gradual Release Model
I do

Before Reading (5 min)
1. Interventionist reads the title
2. Interventionist and participant state the meaning of the words in the
title
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise
3. Participant writes the title of the passage on the SG.
4. Interventionist and participant determine if the accompanying picture
provides additional information about the topic
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
5. Interventionist model reads paragraph 1 aloud
6. Interventionist and participant identify the BIT of the passage
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise
7. Interventionist prompts the participant to write the BIT on the SG
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise
The interventionist thinks aloud as she reads the title and discusses the
picture. Intervention language is provided for the before reading activities
below.
The title of this passage is “______________.”
Distribute the Summarization Guide.
This is a Summarization Guide that we will use to help us improve our
comprehension and our ability to summarize information from the passage.
We will record our information on this sheet for every paragraph of the
passage. From the title__________________, I know
_____________________________ because this word means
________________. However, I think the picture gives us additional
information. We see that ________________________________. I am
going to see if I can identify the BIT in this passage from the information I
know from the title, the picture, and the first paragraph.
I am now going to read the first paragraph aloud. That may provide us some
additional information. Interventionist reads the passage aloud. What is the
BIT (student response)? Yes, I think you are correct. We know this passage
is about __________________, but I think it is also going to be about the
______________________ ______________ based on information we just
read. The author talks about ________________________ in the first
paragraph .
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I do

We do

So the BIT is… _________________________________. Go ahead and
write that down on the space provided on the SG.
During Reading (15 min)
8. Interventionist states that a main idea is the most important
information about the topic which includes the most important
information about a person, place, object, or event in each paragraph
9. Interventionist models a think aloud to locate and highlight KWP
that describe the topic
10. Interventionist models a think aloud of how to select the most
essential KWP by explaining the meaning and importance of key
words or phrases that describe the topic
11. Interventionist models a think aloud to locate SD that describe the
most essential KWP
12. Interventionist prompts participant to write the most essential
KWP on the Summarization Guide
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback to identify the
most essential KWP that include SD that describe the topic
and provides praise
13. Interventionist models a think aloud of how to locate or generate a
MIS from combining the most KWP
14. Interventionist prompts participant to prompts participant to
locate or generate a MIS from combining the most essential KWP
on the SG
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
During Reading (15 min)
15. Interventionist and participant choral read paragraph 2 aloud (5
min)
16. Interventionist prompts the participant to locate and highlight
KWP that describe the topic
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
17. Interventionist explains the meaning and importance of KWP that
describe the topic
18. Participant locates supporting details that describe the most KWP
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
19. Interventionist prompts the participant to identify and write the
most essential KWP on the SG
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback to identify the
most essential KWP that include supporting details that
describe the topic and provides praise
20. Interventionist prompts participant to locate or generate a MIS
from combining the most essential KWP
21. Participant writes a MIS on the SG
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a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise
You do

During Reading (15 min)
22. Interventionist prompts participant to independently read
paragraph 3 aloud (5 min)
23. Interventionist prompts participant to locate and highlight KWP
that describe the topic
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
24. Interventionist explains the meaning and importance of KWP that
describe the topic
25. Interventionist prompts participant to locate supporting details
that describe the most essential KWP
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
26. Interventionist prompts participant to write the most essential
KWP on the SG
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback to identify the
most essential KWP that include supporting details that
describe the topic and provides praise
27. Interventionist prompts participant to locate or generate a MIS
from combining the most essential KWP
28. Interventionist prompts participant to write a MIS on the SG

I do

After Reading (5 min)
29. Interventionist states that a summary is a shortened version of the
passage and contains only the most important ideas
30. Interventionist models a think aloud of the relationships among
main ideas and details that support the BIT to describe the
passage
31. Interventionist models a think aloud to generate a Big Idea Topic
sentence
32. Interventionist models a think aloud of how to logically organize
the main ideas in an oral summary
33. Interventionist generates an oral summary of the MIS that relate to
the topic
34. Participant verifies the BIT is correct on the SG
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
35. Participant edits or expands information on the SG
a. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
36. Participant writes the BIT
a. Interventionist provide corrective feedback and praise
37. Participant generates an oral summary (using the SG as a support)
b. Interventionist provides corrective feedback and praise
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You do

38. Interventionist will direct the participant to complete the
independent measure (see directions for administration of the
summarization measure) following the closing of the lesson.

CLOSING
39. Interventionist provides feedback and praise on completing all tasks.
40. Interventionist sums up the lesson by reviewing the importance of knowing how
to summarize
41. Interventionist reminds the participant the meaning of the BIT, KWPs, and
MIS.
42. Interventionist reviews the parts of the summary:
a. Start with the Big Idea Topic that tells what the passage is about
b. Combine the most important Key Phrases and Main Ideas
c. Include the most important Details that Support the Main Ideas
d. Only include Essential Information in a logical order to express your
understanding of the most important information from the passage
43. Interventionist directs participant to complete the independent measure
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IOA Training and Study
Research
Members
Date
Summarization Guide = Training
TH / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP
NP / LP
SB / AP
SB / NP
M IOA
Summarization Guide--Study
Baseline
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
1/3/18
TH / LP
1/17/18
TH / LP

Title of Passage

Student

IOA

Trip to the Top / SG
Full of Hot Air / SG
Full of Hot Air / SG
Full of Hot Air / SG
Trip to the Top / SG
Trip to the Top / SG

SB
WA
SK
EBE
BM
BM

100%
100%
67%
76%
85%
100%
88%

Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Carnivorous Plant
Mirages

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender
Challenger
Andrew
Airbender

94%
100%
100%
94%
94%
100%

Bsl M IOA
During Treatment
12/15/17
12/20/17
1/30/18
2/1/18
2/26/18
3/13/18

97%

LP / SB
TH / LP
TH / LP
SB / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP

Cesar Chavez
Diamonds
Smooth Shifting
Rattlesnake
Diamonds
Rattlesnake

Kenny
Kenny
Andrew
Andrew
Airbender
Airbender

Tx M IOA
Maintenance
1/17/18
2/26/18
3/30/18
Main M IOA

90%
90%
100%
71%
95%
95%
90%

TH / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP

Mirages
Diamonds
Grand Canyon

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

85%
90%
90%
88%
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Total M IOA

92%

Research
Date
Members
Oral Summary=Training
TH / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP
SB / NP
SB / LP
SB / TH
LP / TH
SB / LP

Title of Passage

Student

IOA

Trip to the Top / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Full of Hot Air / OS
Trip to the Top / OS

JB
WA
SK
EBE
JB
DS
DS
BM

100%
75%
69%
80%
71%
81%
75%
76%

Mean IOA

78%

Oral Summary-Study
Baseline
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
11/9/17
TH / LP
1/3/18
TH / LP
1/17/18

TH / LP

Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Full of Hot Air
Carnivorous Plant
More Than
Meets Eye

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender
Challenger
Andrew

91%
94%
72%
91%
94%

Airbender

71%

Mean IOA
During Treatment
12/15/17
12/20/17
1/30/18
2/1/18
2/26/18
3/13/18
Mean IOA
Maintenance
1/17/18
2/26/18
3/30/18

86%

LP / NP
TH / LP
TH / LP
SB / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP

Cesar Chavez
Diamonds
Smooth Shifting
Rattlesnake
Diamonds
Rattlesnake

Kenny
Kenny
Andrew
Andrew
Airbender
Airbender

76%
82%
85%
89%
93%
89%
86%

TH / LP
TH / LP
TH / LP

Mirages
Diamonds
Grand Canyon

Kenny
Andrew
Airbender

84%
85%
85%
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Mean IOA
Total Mean IOA

85%
86%
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Fidelity of Implementation Calculations
Participant
Kenny
Andrew
Airbender
TOTAL

Date

Instructional Sequence
Score
12/6/2017
90%
1/18/2018
97%
2/22/2018
97%
95%

Implementation Quality
Score
100%
89%
100%
96%
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